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ASSURANCE SOCIETY, 
, LINCOLN’S INN FIELDS, W.C. 





Chairman—JOHN M. CLABON, Ese. 
Deputy-Chairman—Ricut Hon. GEORGE DENMAN. 





description of Assurances upon Lives granted. 
The Poli oy be made Whole-world and Unconditional. 


most stringent Tables have been used in Valuing the Society’s 
Mo abilities, and most ample Reserve made. Nine-tenths of the 


Profits are divided among the Assured. 
PREMIUM INCOME - . - £258,598. 
ASSETS EXCEED - . - £2,900,000. 
In 1895, £293,195 was Divided among Policy-holders. 
Actuary and Secretary—A. F. BURRIDGE. 


fHE EQUITY AND LAW LIFE 





MIDLAND RAILWAY HOTELS. 
WWNDON - MIDLAND GRAND - St. Pancras Station, N.W. 


(Within Shilling cab fare of Gray’s-inn, Inns of Court, Temple Bar, 


and Law Courts, &c. ’ Buses to ali parts minute. Close to 
King’s Oross Metropolitan Railway Station. New Venetian 
Rooms are available for Public and Private Dinners, Arbitration 
Meetings, a) : ¢ 
WVERPOOL «6 - «2S ADP - Chose to Central (Midland) Station. 
BRADFORD - MIDLAND - Excellent Restaurant. 
- - QUEEN’S - In Centre of Town. _ 
DERBY - - MIDLAND - For Peak of Derbyshire. 
E - MIDLAND ~ Tennis Lawn to Seashore. Golf. 
Tariffs on Application. Telegraphic Address ‘* Midotel.”” 


WILLIAM TOWLE, Manager Midland Railway Hotels. 





IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS 
X In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of xX 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THE LICENSE. 
Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtained on application to 


THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 


GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 
24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 





LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
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ESTABLISHED OVER HALF A CENTURY. 
10, FLEET STREET, LONDON. 
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TOTAL ASSETS, £2,881,000. INCOME, £334,000. 
The Yearly New Business exceeds ONE MILLION. 
Assurances in force, TEN MILLIONS. 


TRUSTEES. 
The Right Hon. Lord HALSBURY (Lord Chancellor). 
The Hon. Mr. Justice KEKEWICH. . 
The Right Hon. Sir JAMES PARKER DEANE, Q.0., D.C.L. 
FREDERICK JOHN BLAKE, Esq. 
WILLIAM WILLIAMS, Esq. 
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CURRENT TOPICS. 


Boru THE discussion at the recent meeting on the Incorporated 
Law Society’s Land Transfer Bill and the result of the debate 
were in every way satisfactory. Mr. Hunrer explained with 
great clearness the history of the matter and the leading pro- 
visions = the Bill; Mr. N. T. rags. pa Nap ney real 
property law reformer, expressed his approval of the proposals ; 
Mr. C. T. SaunpErs affirmed that pote ener anealtie tif the 
Council was in favour of the Bill; and, the bane ke post having 
been gone through of the moving and withdrawal of an amend- 
ment by Mr. Cuartzs Forp, it was unanimously resolved that 
the meeting approved of the action of the Council in preparing 
and putting forward the Conveyancing Bill of 1896. Thus the 
Council will be able to approach the Government with evidence 
that they have the profession at their back. If we may judge 
from Sn of opinion which have reached us, this 
is largely due to the well-timed publication of the Bill and 
the skilful action of the Council since they got into working 
order. But it speaks much for the practical common sense of 
solicitors throughout the country that they have at once appre- 
ciated the position and accepted the Bill in Lage ar No one 
pretends to say that the measure is free from defects, but we 
adhere to our opinion that the general scheme adopted is 
likely to work, and to result in course of time in simplification 
of transfer of land. This is sufficient for us at present, and 
we shall await the progress of the Bill before offering the 
criticisms on matters of detail which suggest themselves to us. 
If rumour is correct, it is not unlikely that the measure may 
be adopted by the Lord Chancellor, and be brought in together. 
with an amending voluntary Registration of Title Bill. 





THE FOLLOWING are the names and dates of call to the bar of 
the new Queen’s Counsel: Mr. Witt1am Donatpson Raw ins, 
of the Chancery Bar, 1872; Mr. Joun Dononoz Firzceraxp, 
Parliamentary Bar and South-Eastern Circuit, 1872; Mr. 
Gzorcz Matiows Freeman, South-Eastern Circuit, 1874; Mr. 
ALEXANDER Macworran, South-Eastern Circuit, 1875 ; Mr. Mines 
Waker Martinson, Northern Circuit, 1877; Mr. Rocsr 
Wituiam Wattace, North-Eastern Circuit, 1882; and Mr. Pavi 
Oapzn Lawrence, Northern Circuit (Liverpool), 1882. 





Ir woutp aprEar that Mr. Justice Kzxewicu’s views as to the 
reduction of the court rate of interest are not shared by all the 
learned ira of the Chancery Division. We are informed 
that on x and last, in a case of Re McConnell, Noxtu, J., 
said he did not feel at liberty to alter the 4 per cent. rate of 





interest chargeable as against trustees. He would express no 
15 
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opinion as to whether that rate dught to be reduced, but would 
only say that the 4 per cent. rule had been so long in exist- 
ence that (in the absence of a decision by the Court of Appeal) 
he did not himself feel at liberty. to depart from it. This was 
said notwithstanding the citation of the recent decision of 
Kexewicn, J., in Re Goodenough (1895, 2 Ch. 587) reducing the 


rate to 3 per cent. 





Ir nas been understood for some time that Mr. Bucxtey, the 
senior taxing master, was on the point of retiring, and that the 
usual controversy was pending with regard to diminishing the 
There is a certain monotony about 
One of several officials in a department is 
ill and absent from his post for some time ; his work is divided 
among his colleagues, it may be at considerable inconvenience 
to them and delay to suitors. Then the official whe has been 
absent indicates his intention of retiring. Forthwith arises the 
cry from the authority in charge of the cutting-down arrange- 
ments, ‘‘ You have managed to get on very well with only so 
many officers, why cannot you do without any filling up of ‘the 
We really believe that if by some melancholy 
fate half the judges were kept from their duties for a month or 
two and then resigned, and the remaining judges had worked 
extra hours to prevent arrears of business, it would be alleged 
that the judicial staff was too large by half. The moral for 
officers of the court is not inspiriting. If you want to jog along 
comfortably, never on any account undertake the work of an 


number of these officials. 
these discussions. 


9» 


vacant post 


absent colleague. 





Aw amvstne discussion took place in Chancery Court No. 1 on 
Wednesday, during the trial of an action relating to patent hat 
grips. An expert being in the box, his counsel wished to put 
in a living young lady as an exhibit for the purpose of shewing 
how the grips acted. The other side objected that an unsworn 
living person could not be made an exhibit, even for the purpose 


of experiment ; but the judge allowed the experiments to pro- 


ceed, on the undertaking of the experimenting counsel to call 


the exhibit as a witness if it were found necessary. The expert 
then directed the exhibit to fasten various hats on with various 
ips, but his counsel soon found it necessary to appeal to the 
ibit herself for further explanation as to the modus operandi, 
ips being necessarily under the hat and buried in the 


the 
May’ ni. It was at once conceded that an exhibit who talked [ 
be exhibited, and the lady was subsequently 


no | 
Sworn as a witness. We have our doubts whether in any case 
sach an exhibit ought not to have been first sworn to do the 
€ ts fairly, truly, and justly between the parties, and 
We presume the ordinary form of oath would cover the case. 





Srscez tue decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Fox (a 
lunatic) (33 Ch. D. 37) it has been settled that the court will not 
authorize the committee of a lunatic, on raising money by mort- 
a enan lunatic’s estate, to enter into a covenant for payment 

of the lunatic. Of course, if the committee can find 
8 mortgagee who will advance the money without insisting on 
the covenant, no harm is done, but the objection of the court 
Corros and Lixvizy, L.JJ.) seems to have been to any covenant 

& committee in the name of a lunatic ; and this doctrine, when 
applied to other transactions, such as sales and leases, involves 
serious meg difficulties. Upon a sale the purchaser ex 
to get the usual covenants for title, and upon a lease the lessee 

to get the usual covenant for quiet enjoyment. In 
er case the transaction may fall through in consequence of 
the inability of the committee to give the necessary covenants, 
With consequent loss to the lunatic’s estate. It is satisfactory, 
therefore, that the Court of Appeal have now held, in Re Ray 
(reported eleewhere), that this practice involves too strict a view 
of the committes’s functions, and that conveyances of the 
lunatic’s orty may be made to contain covenants for title 
which will bind the lunatic’s estate. 


Ostren DivTA, as & great authority has said, have an uncom- 
Sortable habit of coming home to roost. We trust, however, 


that the valuable observations of Currry, J., in Ancelly, p 
(reported elsewhere) on the much disputed questions ag 4 
time of ascertaining the shares in partition actions and ag ty, 
costs of incumbered shares, will receive a welcome home yj 
the point really arises for decision. An ¢x cathedrd opinion 
doubtful point is not, of course, an authority binding op g 
court, but it gives great weight to an argument. It ij) 
seen that in the result Cuirry, J., has practically adopted ¢ 
judgment of Norn, J., in Belcher v. Williams (39 W. R, » 
45 Ch. D. 510), as against the dictum of Kexewicn, J, ; 
Catton v. Banks (41 W. R. 429; 1893, 2 Ch. 221), as to thet: 
of ascertaining the shares, but has adopted the judgment 
Kexewicu, J., as against that of Norrn, J., as to the costs y 
an incumbered share. It is, however, so difficult to peg y) 
two assignees of half a share apiece should get separate 
while a mortgagor and a mortgagee of a share mortgaged ; 
half its value only get one set of costs between them, that y 
hope on the next occasion the point will be fought at am, 
length. 





A TRUSTEE who is unwilling to undertake any part of th 
trusts devolved upon him can only protect himself by disclaip. 
ing the trusts altogether, and the recent decision of the Qouy 
of Appeal in Ze Lord and Fullerton’s Contract (43 W. RB. 19%) 
shews that it makes no difference that the part of the truy 
which he is willing to accept relates to property situated in, 
country outside the jurisdiction of the English courts. Ty 
rule that there can be no acceptance of part of the trusts unde 
a will or settlement without acceptance of the whole was applisi 
with some harshness in Urchv. Walker (3 M. & Or. 702), when 
a will included a gift of a legacy of £1,100 and also a devised 
land intrust. The trustees named in the will never acted in th 
trusts, but in order to avoid difficulties as to title they executel 
a conveyance of the land to a beneficiary upon his attaining 
twenty-one. The deed recited that they had never intermeddle 
with the trusts, and it was executed in reliance upon th 
opinion of counsel that no liability would be incurred ; never. 
theless the conveyance of the land by the trustees was treatel 
as evidence that they had accepted the trusts of the will. Oo 
sequently, they had accepted also the trusts of the legacy d 
£1,100, and were held liable to account for it. It was suggestel 
in argument that the acceptance related, at any rate, onlyw 
the land; but Lord Corrennam, C., in his judgment, does mo 
seem to have thought this point worthy of notice. An accept 
ance of any of the trusts of the will was assumed to be a 
acceptance of all. It is to be noticed, too, that where the sam 
es are executors and trustees of a will proof of the wil 

y them is treated as an acceptance of the trusts (Mucklow 1, 
Fuller, Jac. 198; Ward v. Butler, 2 Moll. 533). At the sam 
time the rule against partial disclaimer does not prevent sever 
of a set of trustees of copyhold property from disclaiming the 
devise to the intent that the remaining one may have the right 
to be admitted alone, the disclaiming trustees taking upon them 
selves any risk of a breach of trust ( Wellesley v. Withers, 4B, &B. 
750). In Re Lord and Fullerton’s Contract (supra) a testator, who 
had estates in England and in America, appointed five persom 
his executors and trustees. One of them renounced probate 
and disclaimed all the trusts of the will, and another by ded 
poll declared that he had refused to act as trustee for’ ay 
property situate without the bounds of the United States, be 

eing then resident there. Upon a sale of property in Englasi 
by the three trustees who proved the will, objection was 
that the disclaimer by the trustee in the United States wass 
partial disclaimer and void, so that a title could not be mais 
without his concurrence. In point of view of conveniens 
there may be scmething to be said for allowing a trustee unde 
such circumstances to accept only the trusts relating to propery 
in the country where he resides; but the rule in question dow 
not admit of any such exception, and, as pointed out by th 
Court of Appeal, it is competent for the testator, if he # 
chooses, to appoint separate sets of trustees. Hence the obje 
tion of the purchaser was upheld, 





A coop deal of difficulty attaches to the interprotation of th 
‘mutual credit” clause in bankruptcy. By section 38 of the 
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——— 
" fankruptey Act, 1883, a right of set-off is allowed where there 
been ‘* mutual credits, mutual debts, or other mutual deal- 
isos,” between a bankrupt and a person claiming to prove 
inst his estate. The sum due from one party is to be set off 
inst the sum due from the other party, ‘and the balance of 
the account and no more shall be claimed and paid on either 
side respectively.” Notwithstanding the elasticity of the phrase 
“mutual dealings,” which was introduced for the first time in the 
Act of 1869, it is evident from the manner in which the balance 
of the account has to be struck that, in order to come within 
the section, they must be transactions which result in a money 
daim, and this interpretation was adopted in Lberle’s Hotels Co. 
y. Jones (85 W. R. 467, 18 Q. B. D. 459). “I should,” said 
Jord Esuer, M.R., ‘‘ desire to give the widest possible scope to 
the section, and, in my opinion, wherever in the result the deal- 
ings on each side would end in a money claim its provisions 
would be applicable.” But it does not necessarily follow that 
wherever there are money claims on each side the one may be 
got off against the other. The money claims must arise out of 
“mutual dealings,” and a meaning was assigned to the phrase 
by Lord Esuer in the case just mentioned. ‘I am disposed to 
think,” he said, ‘‘ that whatever comes within the description of 
anordinary business transaction would be a dealing within the 
section.”’ The application of the section was considered recently 
by Vavenan Wits, J., in Mid-Kent Fruit Factory (Limited) 
(ante, p. 211). Money had been entrusted to the solicitors of 
the company to pay certain debts and costs. The debts were 
compromised, and after settlement a balance remained in the 
hands of the solicitors. The solicitors had a claim against 
the company for costs, and upon the company going into liqui- 
dation they claimed to set off the costs against the balance of 
the moneys of the company in their hands. Vavcuan WI11- 
ums, J., held that the money had been entrusted to the solici- 
tors for a particular purpose, and had never to the knowledge 
of the company been in their hands except for that purpose; 
and apparently he did not consider this to be a ‘‘ dealing” 
within the meaning of the section. In a case of this kind it 
obviously becomes very difficult to say what the term exactly 
does mean. It is, of course, the duty of a person to whom 
money is entrusted for a specific purpose to apply it so far as 
necessary to that purpose, and hand back the balance without 
setting up any claim to retain it on account of other trans- 
actions. But it is equally the duty of the other person to pay 
his debts, and when bankruptcy or winding up intervenes 
there seems no objection in point of principle to the one claim 
being set off against the other. It would probably not have 
given too wide a meaning to the term in question had set-off 
been allowed in the present case. 





Iv AN ACTION against a company for specific performance of 
an agreement for a lease of a colliery, the company, who were 
in possession, were ordered to pay certain arrears of rent, and 
in default to give up possession (see Charlesworth v. Old Silk- 
atone, §c., Coal and Iron Co,, 38 Soxscrrors’ JournaL, 216). 
Default being made in payment, possession was given up to the 
plaintiffs by the company, or rather by its debenture-holders, 
who had a charge on the equitable interest of the company 
under the agreement, and had put in a receiver. The plaintiffs 
then took out a summons for payment of the arrears or leave to 
distrain on goods upon the colliery premises, which goods were 
admitted, for the purpose of the application, to be the property 
of the debenture-holders, and in the virtual possession of their 
receiver, The question, which was argued before Ourrry, J., 
in Murgatroyd v. Old Silkstone, §c., Coal and Iron Co, (44 W. R. 
198), was whether under these circumstances the goods could 

distrained on. The argument in favour of the right to dis- 
train was founded on the decision of the Court of A in 
Walsh v. Lonsdale (31 W. RR. 109, 21 Oa, D. 9), and te pro- 


— of Jussun, M.R., laid down in that case, that “a tenant 
0 


Iding under an agreement for a lease of which specific per- 


formance would be decreed stands in the same position as to 
liability as if the lease had been executed ; he is not, since the 
Judicature Act, a tenant from year to year, he holds under the 
agreement’; and it was said that the relation of landlord and 
tenant subsisted between the partios, notwithstanding the order 





in the specific performance action, and the actual possession ob- 
tained under it, yar ety” company apa my fg aplmcanry 
in possession or entitled to ion by virtue C) ent. 
That a landlord could oc ta -gemuied of demised T pinto 
with the tenancy still subsisting would be a startling result of 
the decision in Walsh vy. Lonsdale ; and Currry, J., held that the 
rinciple of that case did not apply to the facts before him. 

e thought that a common law lawyer to whom such a position 
was presented would have been in the like case with the 
Bruges professor who, though ready to dispute in omni scibili et 
de quolibet ente, had no answer for the point which Sir Tomas 
More put to him on the law of distress: see 1 Steph. Comm., 
Ist ed., p. 523 note, for the story. The learned judge con- 
sidered there was a n inconsistency in the question 
itself, owing to the fact of the plaintiffs’ possession being 
destructive of the relationship of landlord and tenant, and thus 
explained the true effect of the court’s order in the specific 
performance action: ‘‘ By taking the order and asking and 
obtaining under it possession, the applicants have asserted an 
equitable right founded on the relation of vendor and pur- 
chaser, the agreement for a lease being regarded in specific 
performance as an agreement for sale and purchase. They have 
got a remedy inconsistent with the relation of landlord and 
tenant. Lawful entry by the landlord puts an end to the term. 
. . . The effect of the order is to suspend the relation of 
landlord and tenant, and the vendor landlords are now in 
possession as vendors, and not as landlords.” 








RULES REVISION. 


WE are told in these days, on high authority, that the code of 
rules which regulates procedure in the Supreme Court is suffer- 
ing from plethora, and that the time has come when the reviser’s 
knife must be applied freely towards reduction of bulk. We 
are given to understand that much prolonged effort on the part 
of specialists has been expended on this work, and that we shall 
shortly be presented with a code which will hardly be recogniz- 
able, in the slim elegance of its pruned proportions, as the same 
obese and unwieldy creature which, in its blundering way, has 
hitherto governed procedure in the Supreme Court. Alas! that 
it should fall to us to cloud such a by the ion of 
adoubt. But it is sad to see human effort directed towards un- 
attainable ends, and, judging from experience, we are disposed to 
think that rules of court are subject to the laws of matter, and 
that though their bulk may be shifted from one place to another 
it cannot [ reduced. This may appear at first sight a some- 
what startling proposition to advance, and we may perhaps 
qualify it by saying that it is based upon the assumption that a 
complete annihilation of all existing rules, and a fresh start 
without regard to their previous existence, is beyond the limits 


of ibility. 

baw consider for a moment what has happened up to the 
present. In 1875 all previous rules governing the practice of 
the superior courts were annulled, and the code of 1875 pre- 
scribed the procedure of the then future. If ever there was a 
period in our history when a reduction of procedure regulations 
appeared possible, it was then ; and for a time oy oe believed 
that they had been reduced. As a matter of fact, the new rules 
were simply added to the old ones. Where the old rules and 
enactments were not actually reproduced in the new code they 
were kept alive to govern such branches of procedure as the 
new code did not provide for. Ever since that time the number 
of rules has been steadily increasing, and to this day the Con- 
solidated Orders in Chancery, the mon Law Procedure Act 
and Regule Generales, the Contentious Rules in Probate, and the 
old Admiralty Rules are all in a state of suspended animation, 
and have to be referred to constantly to explain the meaning 
the particular code of Rules of the Supreme Court 
happens to be enjoying a transitory existence, or to 
omissions from it. — axample, if we wish to find out a 
penting is to be delivered, we may search the Rules of in 
vain, They simply tell us that it is to be delivered ‘ 
manner now in use.” In order, therefore, to discover 

ve 


5 


rit 


. 


the 
what 
actually constitutes due delivery, we are thrown back on rule 
173 of Reguie Generales of Hilary Term 1853, We could gi 
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several similar instances on the Chancery side, in which omis- 
sions from the Rules of 1883 operate by virtue of ord. 72, r. 2, 
to keep the Consolidated Orders in force. 

Turning now to the new revised and reduced code of rules which 
we are promised shortly, we can very well imagine that the re- 
visers may say to themselves that their first duty is to cast out all 
rules which define the details of well-established practice. We 
are ready to admit that with this purpose in their minds, and 
with the retention of ord. 72, r. 2, “Where no other provision 
is made by these rules the present procedure and practice 
remain in force,” they may reduce the code of rules very con- 
siderably. Let us assume that, working on that plan, the 
revisers succeed in reducing the Rules of 1883 by one-third. 
What then will happen? The official copy of the rules will be 
issued. The solicitor will be made aware of its existence by 
notices and articles in the legal journals, and by seeing it in the 
windows of the law publishers and stationers. He will not be 
stimulated to buy it, because he will say to himself that his 
easiest course will be to wait until the next edition of the 
Annual Practice is published. When that event happens, 
and he purchases his copy, he will first notice that it 
is about the same size as in former years. On looking into it, 
he will probably find that the limbs lopped off from the old code 
eae revisers of the rules have been carefully refixed in their 
old places by the editors of the Annual Practice, with an ex- 
oy note shewing that the refixed limbs are yet alive. 

erever anything is ordered to be done “as heretofore,” or 
“in manner now in use,” the editors will be bound to give the 
rules and regulations governing the practice “‘ heretofore.”” So 
long as a practice exists the rules which regulate it or upon 
which it rests must, for all practical purposes, remain as part of 
the code of rules in force. If they are not contained in the 
Queen’s printer’s copy of the rules, that makes no difference 
whatever, because the effect of the saving clause is to ensure 
their being printed in the Annual Practice as rules still in force. 
In fact, the saving clause operates to render nugatory all efforts 
to reduce the rules by cutting out those which define the details 
of established practice. The greater the amount of detail 
omitted from a code of rules containing such a saving clause, 
the the mass of rules, old and new, which remain in 
force, or, at least, which have to be retained for reference. It 
seems, therefore, more than probable that the revisers’ efforts at 
reduction will merely result in the addition of one more code to 
the several preceding ones, which have all been annulled in turn 
by repealing clauses, and at the same time kept alive by saving 

The saving clause is, in reality, neither more nor less than a 
crutch which the rule-makers and revisers of our new dispensa- 
tion have never yet had the courage to do without. Feeling 
their weakness in all matters requiring a practical knowledge of 
detail, they rely on the strength of that crutch to supply the 
deficiency. Is it a thing past hoping for that some day the 
multitude of past rules and enactments may be buried once for 
all, and we may have a code of procedure regulations which 
shall be complete in itself, and shall reflect in all its parte a 

of the actual practical work of litigation, both 
See — Such knowledge is easily obtainable, 
it is t. 


IS A TELEGRAM AN INSTRUMENT ? 


Taz case of Lg. vy. Liley (reported in another column) has been 
decided, after full argument and prolonged deliberation, by 
the Court for the Consideration of Crown Cases Reserved. The 
decision cannot be regarded as wholly satisfactory, or as adding 
materially to the knowledge of the law. 
The main questions on which the opinion of the court was 
asked by Kesxxvr, J. (before whom the prisoner was indicted), 
were, first, was the telegram, which formed the subject of the 
) forged? and, secondly, if it was forged, was it a 
“ forged instrument” within section 24 of the Forgery Act, 
1661, which makes it 2 felony to obtain money “ under, uron, 
or by virtue of eny forged or altered instrument whatsoever ” 7 
Upon the first point the five learned judges who heard the case 
wasnzimousiy held that the telegram was forged. In order to 


appreciate this decision it is necessary to advert to the facts 
the case, which unfortunately are not very clearly stated in th 
case submitted to the court. This is, perhaps, owing to the fag 
that the prisoner pleaded guilty to the indictment, and it was there. 
fore unnecessary to prove in court the facts upon which the 
rested. It is clearly to be inferred, although it is not so stated 
in the case, that the prisoner was a telegraph clerk in the head 
post office at Manchester. He had authority to make bets jp 
another man’s name with a firm of bookmakers. He sent oy 
from the head office to the bookmakers, in the name which he 
was authorized to use, a (so called) telegram making a bet with 
them that a certain horse would win a certain race. The tele. 
gram purported on the face of it to have been received at the 
head office from a district office, and to have been handed in at 
the district office five minutes before the race was run. Instead 
of this, it was never sent from the district office at all, but was 
sent out by the prisoner from the head office after the race had 
been run, and after he had learnt that the horse named had 
actually won the race. The bookmakers, believing in the bong 
Jides of the telegram, paid the amount of the bet. The prisoner 
was indicted, under the section of the Forgery Act already 
referred to, for procuring the payment of the bet ‘‘ by virtue of 
a forged instrument, to wit, a forged telegram, that is to say, a 
forged message and communication purporting, &c.’’ He pleaded 

ilty; but the learned judge before whom he was arraigned 
thought the question whether he was in law guilty of the offence 
charged against him of sufficient importance to be considered by 
the highest tribunal in criminal matters. 

Mr. Justice Hawkins, whose elaborate judgment may be 
taken to represent the views of the whole court upon this 
point, seems to take it for granted that the ‘‘ message” or 
‘‘communication ” sent to the bookmakers was a ‘‘ telegram,” 
and he deals at some length with the question of the possi- 
bility of committing forgery by telegram, and refers to the 
analogous case of making binding contracts by telegram. A 
telegram, he says, ‘‘ originates in a written message addressed 
and signed by the sender and delivered by him into the post 
office of despatch for the express purpose that it shall, in the 
very words in which it is penned, be transmitted by means of 
an electric wire to another post office,” and there committed to 
writing verbatim, and sent out to the addressee. Butif the facts 
stated by the learned judge in the earlier part of his judgment 
truly represent what happened with regard to the prisoner's 
fraudulent message (to use a neutral term), it was wanting in 
many of the ingredients which go to make up a telegram as 
above described. It was never handed in at the office of 
despatch ; it was never transmitted by an electric wire. It was 
no doubt sent to the addressee upon the familiar piece of pink 
paper enclosed in the usual orange envelope; but the paper and 
envelope do not make the telegram, and it is difficult to see how 
this message can be correctly called by that name. If there 
was no telegram here, the judge’s remarks as to committing 
forgery—and a fortiori as to making contracts—by telegram were 
obiter merely. 

As to the forgery, if the message was written and sent out by 
the prisoner himself, and the false statements as to the message 
having been handed in at a certain office and at a certain hour 
were actually made by him, it seems to be beyond question that 
there was a “fraudulent making of a writing to the prejudice 
of another man’s right,” and therefore forgery. As to the false 
date, the opinion of Buacxsury, J., in Reg. v. Ritson (1 ©. O. BR. 
200) cited by Hawkins, J., is distinctly in point; it is to the 
effect that the insertion knowingly and with a freudulent intent 
of a false date material to the operation of a deed is a forgery at 
common law ; and the materiality of the false statement as to 
the moment at which the message in this case was despatched is 
obvious. But that the writing forged was # telegram, or that 
the decision can be taken as generally applicable to false state- 
ments in telegrams (using that word in ite ordinary meaning) 
is, for the reasons indicated, very doubtful. 

The question on which the court differed was whether the 
writing was an “instrument” within the meaning of section 36 
of the Forgery Act. That section relates to the obtaining of 
money “‘ by virtue of any forged or altered instrument whatso- 
ever.” The earlier sections of the Act deal with the falsification 





of certain specified writings, and enact that the falsification of 
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hese writings shall bea felony. Lord Russent and Vavanan 
s, J., were inclined to limit the meaning of “‘ forged 
isstrament ” in section 38 to instruments of the nature specified 
in the earlier sections—viz., certain instruments of a legal or 
commercial character, the forgery of which is made felony by 
sections. But they did not hold this view so strongly as 
to feel bound to differ from the decision of the majority of the 
gurt (Hawkins, Wiwts, and Maruew, JJ.), that the term 
«jpstrument’’ is not confined to any definite class of legal 
documents, but in the absence of any statutory definition is to 
pe taken in the wide sense given to it by the dictionaries, and 
jggo used in section 38. 

This decision of the majority of the court is no doubt a 
binding authority. But the case can hardly be considered as an 
authority for the proposition that a telegram sent in the usual 
way can be a forged instrument, for the facts of the case do not 
seem to warrant the assumption that there was here any tele- 

at all in the ordinary acceptation of the term; and the 
remarks of Hawxns, J., as to making binding contracts (within 
the Statute of Frauds or otherwise) by telegram seem still more 
dearly to be obiter only, and do not go beyond the similar view 
ed in Godwin v. Francis (L. R. 5 C. P. 295). The view 
of the Lord Chief Justice was that the case is not of general 
importance, and only affects the particular prisoner ; and, except 
as regards the meaning of the word “ instrument ” in section 38 
of the Forgery Act, this seems to be the better view. On the 
whole, it seems unfortunate that, after the prisoner had pleaded 
guilty, it was thought necessary to reserve the case, and still 
more unfortunate that, the case having been reserved, the facts 
upon which the charge was founded were not placed more fully 
before the superior tribunal which had to decide upon them. 








REVIEWS. 
COMPENSATION. 


Tar LAw OF COMPENSATION. By J. H. BALFouR Browne, Q.C., and 
Cuartes E. Atuan, M.A., LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & 
Sons; Butterworth & Co. 


This is a valuable treatise upon the public general Acts which 
rélate to the compulsory purchase of, and compulsory interference 
with, land, and the resulting rights of compensation and the 
procedure for enforcing those rights. The authors’ aim is to deal 
fully, not only with the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act of 1845 and 
the amending Acts, but with all public statutes since that date which 
either incorporate the provisions of those Acts in whole or in part, or 
enact special provisions on the subject of compensation affecting par- 
ticular works or authorities. The subjects treated include naval and 
military defence, prisons, elementary schools, lighthouses, maritime 
signal stations, gas, water, and electric lighting, housing of the work- 
ing classes, hospitals, and public health pace post office and tele- 
graph construction, allotments, and many other subjects. The plan 
adopted is the usual practical one of printing the statutes in full, 
with ample notes to each section; but in the special subjects only so 
much of the Acts is printed as bears directly or indirectly upon the 
subject of compensation. An exception is naturaily made in the case 
of the Arbitration Act, 1889, of which we find incidentally a complete 
and concise edition in the twenty pages of this volume which are 
devoted to it. 

It is, of course, to be expected that tke Lands Clauses Consolida- 
tion Act of 1845, and the decisions upon it, should form the bulk of 
the volume. They occupy, in fact, 300 out of 850 pages of text. 
This portion of the work appears to be carried out with great care and 
industry, without needless prolixity, and with a sense of systematic 
arrangement which greatly facilitates reference. We have tested 
several important sections of frequent application, and have not de- 
tected the omission of any important case, The book will well hold 
its own with the recognized works devoted to this subject only; all 
io enaes and statutes being brought up to the month of July, 

The utility of that branch of the work is moreover greatly increased 
by the collection in one volume of all the cognate provisions of the 
other public Acts referred to, so that the modifications of power and 
Variations of procedure under any given subject may be established 
at once by comparison and cross reference to the Lands Clauses Acts. 
It is possible in this way to deal much more shortly with the par- 
tioular subjects, and the authors have generally confined their notes 
to these to the discussion of the special oases particularly affecting 
them. Ina work so much depending upon cross references it is, of 
course, very important that these should be accurate. We have 


found a few slips, but not many; one rather glaring one is on p. 682, 
line 5 from the bottom, where ‘‘ section 1 of the Lands Clauses Act, 
1860, ante, p. 439” is a double mistake for ‘‘ section 1 of the Lands 
Clauses Act, 1869, ante, p. 494.” 

So far, then, we have a very useful everyday text-book for practical 
lawyers, surveyors, and others whose work lies in the way of com- 
pensation. But, in addition to this, the authors give us an appendix 
somewhat resembling the postscript to a lady’s letter. Its first three 
sections contain extremely interesting documents on three phases of 
compensation which are of some special interest—viz., betterment, 
reinstatement, and special adaptability. The subject of betterment, 
introduced by a quotation from John Stuart Mill, is developed in the 
verbatim report of the House of Lords Committee on the subject, 
and illustrated by the setting out of the clauses introduced after the 
report of that Committee into the Manchester Corporation Bill, which 
are given here as model clauses likely to be followed in similar Bills 
pent ~ the extent of the applicability of the principle is so far 

e' ‘ 

The second question treated in the appendix is, in a somewhat 
similar fashion, the extent to which the cost of replacing or finding 
a substitute for land compulsorily taken is a fair measure of the com- 
pensation to be allowed. This is illustrated by the printing of a copy 
of an award, with reasons, given by Lord Shand in an arbitration 
between the Corporation of Edinburgh and the North British Railway 
Co., who had taken a portion of Princes-street Gardens ; the Corpora- 
tion claiming a price which would enable them to purchase and lay 
out as gardens a similar quantity of land adjacent to the existing 
remnant of the gardens. Lord Shand’s reasons are as logical and 
vigorously expressed as most of his utterances are. It would be 
unfair to the authors of this book to reproduce them here. 

The third question considered is how far an arbitrator may put an 
increased value upon land on account of its special adaptability to 
the purposes for which it is taken. The question arose in the Thirl- 
mere property, taken by the Manchester Corporation for their well- 
known water scheme. The arbitrator stated a case, which came before 
Grove and Stephen, J.J., and, it is stated, has never been reported. 
A shorthand note of their judgments, obtained from the town clerk 
of Manchester, is here printed, and forms very interesting 
reading. 

The appendix also contains the text of the provisions of public Acts 
with similar powers before 1845 and still in force; and a 
separate collection of Acts, both before and since, which specially 
affect the position of London. These are followed by a collection of 
SS of procedure under the different statutes dealt with in the 


We have only to add that the index and table of cases are carefully 
compiled, and that the type is clear, but not luxurious. There is 
one defect in the arrangement. Outside the actual text, there is 
nothing to shew which sections of any particular Act are selected as 
bearing on the question of compensation. Thus, to take two consecu- 
tive statutes at random: the table of contents shews that the Rail- 
way Clauses Act, 1863, and the Admiralty Lands and Works Act, 
1864, are dealt with. But, on reference to the text, it appears that 
the whole of the latter is set out ; but only sections 3, 4, 7, 8, 10, 11, 
20, 21, 45, 46, and 47 of the former. The inconvenience is not 
serious, as the statutes are in chronological order; but it might be 
remedied by a short additional index, or even by a very slight 
amplification of the table of contents. We make this suggestion as 
the book is one which is likely to reach further editions. 
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The Law and Practice of Licensing. Being a Digest of the Law 
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RORGE FREDERICK 


At the Chelmsford Assizes on the Srd inst., says the Tiees, before Mr. 
Justice Wills, a member of the grand jury during the course of the day 
asked his lordship whether the jury had power to alter an indict- 
ment laid before them, Mr. Justice Wills: ‘* Yea, youcertainly have. It 
is your bill, and you have a constitutional right to t any dill you 
think proper. You are not confined to the matters tag hag 
is within your powers to t me or anyone else upon your Own we 
ledge,” His lordshi that the grand jury had better communicate 
with the clerk of if they wished a new indictment prepared. The 





grand juryman, however, replied that it was only a question of a 
which was considered too precise, 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 
Lunacy. 


Re RAY—3rd February. 


Serrrep Lanp Act, 1882—Sarz ny Lunatic Tenant ror Lire—Conveyr- 
ANCE 4S BenericraL OwNnEr—Power or Commirrer—Lvnacy Act (53 
Vicr. c. 5), 8. 124. 


This case raised the question whether, upon a-sale of settled property by 
virtue of the Settled Land Act, 1882, where the tenant for life was a 
lunatic so found by inquisition, the committee of the lunatic conveying 
on behalf of the lunatic had power to bind the lunatic’s estate by the 
covenants for title implied under the Conveyancing Act, 1881, by the 
lunatic being expressed to convey as beneficial owner. Under the will of 
an uncle (who acquired the property by purchase) Captain H. R. Ray was 
tenant for life in possession of one undivided moiety of certain estates in 
Yorkshire, and the Hon. E. A. Fitzroy was tenant for life in possession of 
the other moiety of the property. Captain Ray became a lunatic, and was 
so found by inquisition, and A. L. Wheeler was appointed the committee 
of his estate. By an agreement, dated the 30th of October, 1895, made 
between H. R. Ray, ‘‘ a person of unsound mind so found by inquisition, 
acting by Alfred Llewellyn Wheeler, the duly appointed committee of his 
estate,’”’ and the Hon. E. A. Fitzroy of the one part, and the purchaser of 
the other part, the parties of the first part agreed to sell and the purchaser 

to purchase the inheritance in fee simple in possession of the pro- 
. By clause 7 of the said agreement it was provided that the vendors 
would on payment of the purchase money execute a proper assurance of 
the premises to the purchaser or his nominee, the engrossment thereof 
being made in the office of the Master in Lunacy at the expense of the 
purchaser. Clause 8 of the said agreement was as follows: ‘‘ The said 
H. R. Ray sells as tenant for life under the powers of the Settled Land 
Acts, and shall not be required to enter into any covenants for title other 
than those implied by his conveying as beneficial owner, subject to a 
proviso that so far as regards the remainder expectant on his life estate, 
and the title to and further assurance of the property after his death, his 
implied covenants sha}] not extend to the acts or defaults of any person 
other than himself and his own heirs, and persons claiming or to claim 
under or in trust for him or them,’’ The said agreement was executed 
by “H. BR. Ray, by A. L. Wheeler, his committee,” and it was stated 
therein that the conveyance of the property would be executed in the same 
manner. The agreement was confirmed by Kay, L.J., but the case of 
Re For (35 W. RB. 81, 33 Ch. D. 37) having been cited before his lordship, 
he expressed a doubt whether the lunatic could be bound by any covenants. 
The purchaser having refused to accept any conveyance not containing 
proper covenants for title, the matter was adjourned into court. 

Tue Covrr (Lrxpitey, Kay, and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ.) held that they 
had jurisdiction to order the insertion of the words ‘‘ as beneficial owner ”’ 
im a conveyance by a committee acting on behalf of a lunatic. Their lord- 
ships said that the dicta in the case of Re Foz, above referred to, must be 
read with reference to the facts of that case, and they were not prepared 
to hold that in no case could a committee bind a lunatic by entering into 
covenants on his behalf. In such a case as the present it would be a very 
unfortunate decision if the Conveyancing Act, 1889, s. 7, and the Lunacy 
Act, 1890, s. 124, were construed so narrowly as to require their lordships 
to hold that they had no jurisdiction to approve the insertion in this con- 
veyance of these implied covenants. There could be no doubt that 
oe poses sale would be beneficial to the lunatic’s estate; and, further, 
if covenants could not be entered into on behalf of the 
lunatic, the effect would be to work a great hardship upon the estates of 
lunatics by rendering their property practically unsaleable. For this 
reason their lordships approved the draft conveyance whereby the lunatic 
was expressed to convey as beneficial owner.—CovnsgL, Grosvenor Woods, 
Q.C., and Borthwick. Sorscrrons, Blunt & Co. 


[Reported by W. Scorr Tuoxrsox, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Court of Appeal. 


JAMES r. BUENA VENTURA NITRATE GROUNDS SYNDICATE—No. 2, 
3rd February. 
Compsaxr—New Suszes—Atiorment To Memuvus—Riout ov Rernesenta- 
wives oF Decrease Memurnu. 

This was an appeal by the plaintiff against a decision of Chitty, J., by 
which he decided that the plaintiff, who was the executrix of H. B. James, 
a deceased member of the defendant company, was not entitled to have 
certain shares allotted to her which had been issued in pursuance of a 
resolution passed in the lifetime of the member, and actually offered to 
the members in pursuance of a resolution passed after his death. The 
material facts are stated in the judgment of Lord Herschell. 

Tuz Cocet (Lord Heewue.s and A. L. Surru and Kiser, L.JJ.) allowed 


The following written judgment of Lord Heuscuris was read by 
Rsucer, LJ.: In this case the plaintiff claimed a declaration that, by | 
virtue of « special resolution passed at a meeting of the defendant com- | 
pony, beld om the Zist of April, 1993, and confirmed at 4 meeting held | 
om the 11th of May, 1493, the plaintiff, as the legal personal representative 
ot Harry Lerkeley James, deceased, is entitled to an allotment at par of 
Sity A the A) dhares of £10 each in the capital of the company dfrected 
t be offered for allotment by that epecial resolution, and an injanction 
rettraining the dclendant company and ite directors from allotting or 





























otherwise disposing of the 500 shares without allotting to the plaingg - 
her nominees fifty of those shares. At an extraordinary general mags. 
of the members of the company, held on the 2nd of March, 1891, a gpa, 
resolution was passed, which was duly confirmed on the 28th of July, tg 
in the following terms: ‘‘ That the capital of the company be j 
to £15,000 by the creation of fifty new shares of £100 each, and that, iy 
pursuance of article 26 of table A appended to the Companies Act, 
the directors be and they are hereby authorized to issue such shares, 
may be well here to state that, with a few modifications which it ig yg 
necessary to specify, the articles contained in table A applied to ty 
company. Article 27 of table A provides that, ‘‘ subject to any di 
to the contrary that may be given by the meeting that sanctions the jy, 
crease of capital, all new shares shall be offered to the members in propo, 
tion to the existing shares held by them, and such offer shall be madg’ 
notice specifying the number of shares to which the member is entitled, “ 
and limiting a time within which the offer, if not accepted, will be deem) . 
to be declined ; and after the expiration of such time, or on the receipt of divi 
an intimation from the member to whom such notice is given thy the 
he declines to accept the shares offered, the directors may dj mem 
of the same in such manner as they think most beneficial 4 
the company.” No direction to the contrary was given by thy 
meeting which, by the resolution just referred to, sanctioned the incregy 9p the meaning 
of capital. At the time when the resolution was passed and confirma je sid ‘ the . 
Mr. ames was registered as a member of the company owning ten shares, expression, D 
The effect, therefore, of article 27 was to ertitle him, or the person why Again, where 
should at the time of the-issue thereof be his successor in title to thog at abi 
ten shares, to an offer of his proportion of the new shares. On the 6th@¢ al lia 
March, 1893, a special resolution was passed, which was confirmed on the be t 
24th of March following, adding a clause to the articles of association gf no ite 
the company, empowering it by special resolution to divide its capital might P 
subdivision of its shares into shares of a smaller amount than that fixe af the word 
by the company’s memorandum of association. On the 2Ist of A) sufficient rea 
1893, the following special resolution was duly passed, which was the burdens « 
confirmed on the 11th of May, 1893: ‘‘ That the share capital of th accruing ‘* 
company, which now consists of shares of £100, be subdivided into shang aid that 
of £10 each, and that each of the 100 existing fully paid-up shares of is of the r 
£100 be divided into ten fully paid-up shares of £10 each, and that each Je 2 bse J 
of the fifty existing shares of £100 each on which nothing has as yet bee the member 
paid be divided into ten unpaid shares of £10 each, and that such last. sufficient re 
mentioned shares be offered for allotment at par to the members of the advantage 
company who at the date of the confirmation of this resolution shall be the eign 
the registered holders of the fully paid-up shares of the company, and ia burdens vf 
the proportion of one unpaid share for every two fuliy paid-up shares ; and apes. ‘ 
that any shares which may not be capable of being so allotted, or which to an The 
may not within a time to be prescribed by the directors be accepted by time. ft 
the members holding fully paid-up shares, be allotted to such persons ig address ‘be 
such manner and on such conditions as the directors may from time t had. no I 
time prescribe.”” A good deal of argument was addressed to us on the known, + 
question whether this resolution sanctioned a different allotment of the amare“ 
shares from that provided for by article 27, and, if so, whether it was munica " 
competent by a special resolution to sanction a departure from matters th 
the provisions of article 27, without having first by a special decide hfs 
resolution duly altered that article. [I am not satisfied that t I at 
would be competent for the company thus to act. It is unneces fab 
sary, however, to decide the point, as I do not think that the resolu me 
tion of April, 1893, prescribes any different mode of allotment from oe 
that provided for by article 27. The words used in the resolution—“ the had. proces 
members of the company who at the date of the confirmation of this pe 1 
rezoluion shall be the registered holders of the fully paid-up shares of the bey 
company ’’—appear to me aptly to describe the members entitled to an va, 
offer of the shares under the resolution sanctioning the increase of capitel 
when read with article 27. The words cover the persons who were mem a cected 
bers at the time when the resolution for an increase of capital was passed, 
and any persons who at the time of its issue were the successors in title of any way 
such members. On the 21st of April, 1893, at a meeting of the director er 
of the company, the secretary was instructed to send a circular to the LJ . 
shareholders, asking them to state immediately, in anticipation of & n oltable 
resolution to divide the shares being confirmed at the meeting to be held fined t 
on the 11th of May, whether they would wish to subscribe for the new not includ 
shares which would be offered first to them for the space of ten days— the 
viz., till the 21st of May—and requesting them to state within that period } sire a 
if they wished to take the shares to which they were entitled, informing h bel 
them at the same time that if by the 21st of May they had not applied for although | 
the shares the directors would proceed to allot them as they thought te | 
right. Accordingly, on the 11th of May, a circular letter to that effect that the F 
was sent by the secretary to the members. It is to be taken as a fact ing, decla 
that such a circular was sent, addressed to ‘‘ the executor of the late shares it 
H. B. James, 23, Leadenhall-street.’”’ It is denied that any such letter al his ‘ 
was received by or came to the knowledge of the plaintiff, and I think tion of di 
this also must be taken to be the fact. The registered address of Mr. members 
James in the books of the defendant company was 9, Gracechurch-street. that the 
| 1¢ appears that this was the address of the San Jorge Nitrate Oo., deceased 
| who were in the habit of receiving letters for him, and that they had not liab 
| changed their offices prior to May, 1893, to 23, Leadenhall-street. On remains 
the 24th of May, 1893, a meeting of the directors of the defendant the fact 
company was held, at which it was resolved to allot 'the shares applied dead ma 
for and to insue certificates to the allottees, and to defer the disposal of the com 
the shares unapplied for (being 0 ae gg to which Mr. H. B. James, address 
deceased, would have been entitled). Mr. James died on the 22nd of bers: 
July, 1802. His will wae proved on the 3rd of March, 1893, The all theae 
probate was not produced to the secretary of the defendant company | 
until December, 1894, ‘The delay was duo to accidental circumstances, comes 


for which no blame can be attributed to the plaintiff, the executrix. 
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neral | Yist of May, 1894, the solicitor for the plaintiff, having just 
1891, 4 n ascertained that there had been the allotment of new shares 
of July. io, applied for an allotment to her of the shares to which she was 
Y be ings -'The proportion of the new shares claimed still remained 
» and ‘company refused to make any allotment to her; hence the present 
ies Act ~ Ohitty, J., decided against the plaintiff, on the ground that at 
chareg the resolution of April, 1893, was passed Mr. James, being dead, 
hich it iy ng «mo longer @ member of the company. It is no doubt the fact that, 
plied to. thiy Telly speaking, although Mr. James’ name was still on the register, 
any di he ing dead, a member of the company. Itseems to me, however, 
tions the clear that the word ‘‘ member,’’ as used in some of the articles of 
TS in propor, , must be held to include those whose names are on the register, 
| be mada b 1 Rorare no longer living. The article, for example, which in the 
r is entitled ey company is substituted for article 72 of table A authorizes the 
ll be d diretors to distribute the profits of the company ‘‘ between the members ”’ 
he recej by way of dividend. It cannot be doubted that they would be warranted 
| given thy Me in the proportionate share of the profits to the representative of a 
nay di deceased member, although tlhe word “‘ member” only is used, or that 
eneficial 4 Mi gach representative would be entitled to claim that dividend. For this 
yen by purpose the deceased member must still be regarded as a member within 
the increge (Me the meaning of the article, In a somewhat similar case James, L.J., 
1 confirmed mid “the estate is the member.’’ This is, of course, a metaphorical 
; ten shares , but it sufficiently indicates the legal situation of the parties. 
Person whp Again, where a liability arises with respect to the shares—as, for example, 
tle to a call is made on the ‘*‘ members ’’—it seems equally free from doubt 
1 the tho Me the liability attaches to the estate of the deceased member, and must 
med on bedischarged by his representative, even though, being deceased, he is 
0Ciation of no longer, strictly speaking, a member of the company. Other instances 
| capital by might be cited where the articles require this effect to be given to the use 
that fixe af the word ‘‘member,’’ but those I have given will suffice. I can see no 
t of A gifficient reason why the estate of a deceased member should be subject to 
h was duly the burdens of membership, and should not have every pecuniary benefit 
ital of thy i scming to the shares in respect of which he is registered. It is 
nto share mid that there may be a_ greater difficulty, where the benefit 
- shares of is of the nature of an offer to be made to the holder of shares, 
that each in making that offer to the legal representative of a member than to 
3 yet bean the member himself. But even if this be so, I do not think it isa 
such last. mificient reason for denying to the estate ot a deceased member an 
ers of the advantage which is offered to all the other persons who are members of 
n shall be the company, whilst continuing to hold that estate liable to all the 
Y, and ip burdens attaching to the shares registered in his name. In the present 
ares ; and case the offer of the shares was to remain open to the shareholders entitled 
or which toanallotment for ten days, if they applied for an allotment within that 
‘epted by time. The notice conveying the offer was not sent to the registered 
ersons in address of the deceased member. Even if this would have been sufficient, 
n time to had no better means of communication with his representative been 
18 On the known, I am not satisfied that it would have sufficed where, as in this 
nt of the case, the company had, prior to the date of the resolution, been in com- 
or it was munication with the solicitor of the executrix with reference to other 
re from matters relating te the shares of the deceased. It is not n to 
special decide what would have been the rights of the parties supposing the 
that it company had sent by post a letter containing the offer directed to the 
Inne Ces. tative of the deceased at his registered address, or directed to the 
> resolu. i of abode or business of such representative or her solicitor, and, not 
nt from ving received an answer applying for the shares within the time limited, 
n—‘ the had proceeded to dispose of them otherwise. In the present case the 
of this shares are still at their disposal, and I do not see that they have in any 
8 of the way acted to their prejudice on the assumption that the shares would not 
d to an beapplied for. For the reasons I have given I think the plaintiff was 
' capital ent to have the offer of shares which was made to the members of the 
 mem- company made to her also. As soon as she became aware of this right 
passed, the elected to exercise it, and I think that, the shares not having been in 
title of any zoe, Sinponed of by the directors, they were bound to allot them 
irectors y- 
to the Riony, L.J., in the course of a written judgment in which A. L. Surrn, 
1 of s LJ., concurred, said: The real question is whether the provision of article 
be held 21 of table A for offering the new shares to members is intended to be 
e new confined to members in the stricter sense of the word, and whether it may 
days— not include the representatives of deceased members. Speaking generally, 
period the executors of a deceased member of a limited company, as representing 
rming the estate, are entitled to all the profits and advantages attaching to the 
ied for belonging to the testator, and subject to all the incidental liabilities, 
10ught in terms such profits, advantages, and liabilities would seem to 
effect attach to members only. ‘Chus, under article 72 of table A, which provides 
a fact that the directors may, with the sanction of the company in general meet- 
e late ing, declare a dividend to be paid to the members in proportion to their 
letter shares, it would be difficult to hold that the estate of a deceased member, 
think and his executors as representing his estate, are not entitled to a propor- 
, Mr. tion of dividend, although the executors may not be themselves registered 
treet. So it could hardly be contended that under article 4, providing 


mem' 
06., that the directors may make calls upon the members, the estate of a 
+ had member, and his executors as representing that estate, are 


On not liable to bear calls made after his death so long as his share 
dant remains untransferred. The liability for calls exists notwithstanding 
olied the fact that the .¥ notice cannct effectually be given to the 
al of dead man, because it may be given to his representatives, though 
mes, the company is not aware of his death. Notice served at his registered 
d of Address is sufficient when the articles provide for such service upon mem- 

bets: New Zealand Gold Extraction Co. v. Peacock (1894, 1 Q. B. 622). In 


The 
any 
COS, 
rix, 





these cases the result is arrived at by treating the word member as in- 
eluding deceased member so long as his name js on the register, or, what 
mes to the same thing, treating the estate of the deceased member as being 
Amember for the purpose both of profit and liability: Re Agriculturist 















Cattle Insurance Co., Baird’s case (18 W. R. 857, 5 Ch. App. 725). 
judgment, a similar construction should be to article 27 of table A, 
trix, who i pone eer hie paldnup uhetoa, ta entitled to n 

Ww now owner - an 
allotment of the fifty new £10 shares poten May, 1 The 
argument against this ‘construction arises from the 
to the company arising from in co : 
representatives of deceased . There may be cases in w 
would be a hardship on a com not to be able to dispose of 
would have gone to the estate of a deceased member, 
arise from postponing the allotment, but no such case 
would be quite easy to provide for such cases when sanctioning the increase 
of capital, and the mere fact that such an inconvenience may arise 
not appear to me to afford a sufficient reason for construing article 
such a manner as to produce inequality instead of equality among 
holders of shares. —CounseL. Byrne, Q.C., and R. J. Parker ; Farwell, 
and Methold. Sowicrrors, Parker, Garrett, § Parker, for F. F. Clarke, 
Walsall ; Budd, Johnsons, $ Jecks. 

[Reported by Azwotp GLoves, Barrister-at-Law.] 


KIRBY v. SCHOOL BOARD FOR HARROGATE—No. 2, 3lst January. 


Insjunction—Scuoot Boarp—Purcuasze or Laxp sy AGREEMENT— 
INFRINGEMENT OF CovenaNtT—Ricut To CoMPENSATION OR INsUNCTION— 
Lanps Ciavses Consonrpation Act, 1845 (8 Vicr. c. 18), s. 68— 
Evementary Epvcation Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 75), ss. 19, 20. 


Appeal from North, J. The plaintiffs sought an injunction against 
the defendants to restrain them from infringing a certain restrictive 
covenant. The plaintiffs, as the trustees of the will of one Watson, were 
the owners of some houses which were separated by a road from a piece of 
land upon which the defendants were erecting schools. Both the plaintiffs’ 
and defendants’ land had formerly belonged to Watson, who had 
entered into restrictive covenants in respect thereof. The plaintiffs sold 
the land on which the defendants were building to one Fox, who 
entered into restrictive covenants similar to those by which Watson was 
bound. The defendants, by agreement and without exercising their 
statutory powers, purchased their land from Fox. The defendants had 
express notice of the covenants. The plaintiffs contended that they were 
entitled to an injunction. The defendants contended that even if there 
had been a breach of the covenants the remedy was not injunction, bat 
damages under section 68 of the Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845. 
Section 19 of the Elementary Education Act, 1870, gave powers to school 
boards to purchase or take on lease any land and any right over land. 
Section 20 provided that, with respect to the | wey: of land by school 
boards for the purposes of the Act, the Lands Consolidation Act, 
1845, and the Acts amending the same, should, with certain ions 
not material to the present case, be i with the Act, that 
‘‘ in construing those Acts for the purposes of this section the special Act 
shall be construed to mean this Act, and the promoters of the i 
shall be construed to mean the school and land shall be 
to include any right over land.” North, J., held that there had been a 
breach of the restrictive covenant, but that it was immaterial whether 
the purchase by the defendants was compulsory or by agreement, and 
that the plaintiffs’ only remedy was com under section 68 of the 
Lands Clauses Consolidation Act, 1845. The plaintiffs FF aes 

Tue Covrr (Lrinpiey, Kay, and A. L. Surrs, L.JJ.) dismissed the 
appeal. 
ee L.J., said that, without deciding that there had been an 
infringement of the covenant, he would e 
His lordship referred to sections 19 and 20 of the Act of 1870, and said 
it was contended that, upon the true construction of those sections, if the 
school board took land by ent, no one injuriously affected could 
avail himself of section 68 the Lands Clauses Act. No doubt that 
section was to be found at the end of a group of “ With 
respect to the Purchase and of Lands otherwise re 
meas |: Wat, elias © Oe ee e of the eection itself, it not be 
said that the benefit of the was not conferred upon persons 
injuriously affected where the land had been ye b t. In 
Hammersmith Railway Co. v. Brand (L. R. 4 H. L. 171, 17 W. R. H. L. Dig. 
14) Lord Cairns had held that section 68 applied to all whether 
compulsory or not. Therefore, if the tiffs could shew that they had 
suffered any damage, they could o compensation under section 68. 
The appeal must be dismissed. 

Kay and A. L. Surrn, L.JJ., concurred.—Covnsar, Vernon Saith, Q.C., 
and Curtis Price; Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Mieklem. Soxrcrrons, Peyer ¢ 
Hordern, for Ward § Sons, em Cordin ¢ Greener, for BE. Rawerth, Harro~ 


gate. 
(Reported by ARNOLD GLOVER, Barrister-at-Law. ) 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
ANCELL +». ROLFE—Chitty, J., 28th January, 


Partition Acrron—Costs—Asstenay Suanss—Inccmnranp Sxanss—Drs- 
cretion or Court—Partrrron Acr, 1868 (31 & 328 Vier. ©. 40), a. 10. 


This was the further consideration of a partition action. The shares as 
found by the chief clerk's certificate were aix, consisting of original shares, 
assigned shares, and incumbered shares. The minutes as drawn by the 
plaintiff, the owner of an unincumbered original one-sixth share, pro- 
vided that ‘in taxing the costs not more than one set of costs is to be 
allowed in respect of each sixth share said herecitaments, and 
taxing master is not to allow to the 
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additional costs incurred by reason of such share having been assigned or 
incumbered.” The assignee of two unincumbered shares asked that the 
words in italics should be struck out, relying on Belcher v. Williams (39 
W. R. 266, 45 Ch. D. 510) (North, J.), and Catton v..Banks (41 W. R. 429; 
1893, 2 Ch. 221) (Kekewich, J.). This was not opposed. No application 
was made as to the costs of the incumbered shares, the incumbrancer and 
his mortgagor having agreed the matter, and there was no argument as to 
the points on which North, J., and Kekewich, J., had differed, the former 
holding that the shares were to be ascertained at the date of the chief 
clerk’s certificute, and that a mortgage created a new share; and the 
latter declining to express any opinion as to the date of ascertainment, 
but holding a mortgage did not create a new share. 

Curry, J., said that, though the points had not. been argued, he would 
say a few words. It was a partition-sale action, and the title of every 
tenant in common was part of the common title for the purposes of the 
sale. The right rule, having regard to the conflicting decisions of North 
and Kekewich, JJ., was as follows. The time for ascertaining the shares 
was the time of the chief clerk’s certificate. A tenant in common, whether 
or not possessed of the legal estate, was entitled to dispose of his share, 
subject to the rights of other tenants in common at some time or other 
to havea sale under the Act. Suppose a man died leaving two tenants in 
common—and as to this point it was immaterial whether their estates were 
legal or equitable—and one tenant in common died, and his share passed 
to his heir. The finding of the heir’s title was the finding of part of the 
title on which the right to sale rested. Again, that heir might have left 
a will, died intestate, or conveyed his share in his lifetime, and whether 
voluntarily or for value was immaterial. The time for ascertaining the 
shares was the time of the chief clerk’s certificate, and they were not 
to be treated as ascertained by the first instrument creating the tenancy 
incommon. The right order, therefore, was to allow one set of costs in 
respect of each share as existing at the time of the chief clerk’s certificate. 
Both North, J., and Kekewich, J., agreed that the costs were in the dis- 
cretion of the court. In his lordship’s opinion, the proper way of 
exercising his discretion in the case of incumbered shares was to disallow 
any additional costs incurred by reason of such shares being incumbered.— 
CounseL, W.M. Cann; A. L. Ellis; Cator ; T. Douglas. Soutcrrors, Horsley 
& Weightman; Rowe § Wilkie; Radcliffes, Cator, § Hood; Pattinson § 
Brewer. 

[Reported by G. Rowianp Atstoy, Barrister-at-at-Law. } 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
FORTUNE (Appellant) ». HANSON (Respondent)—27th January. 


ADULTERATION — Mrrk —Appgep Water—Foregicn IncREDIENT — CERTI- 
FICATE OF ANAtyst—Sate or Foop anp Drvucs Act, 1875 (38 & 39 
Vier. c. 63), ss. 6, 18, 21. 


Special case stated by a stipendiary metropolitan magistrate. The facts 
were as follow. An information was laid against the respondent Hanson 
at Clerkenwell Police Court. The offence charged was that ‘‘ he did sell 
and proceed to deliver on April 24, 1895, to one Jones, a churn of milk, in 
pursuance of a contract to sell pure milk, the same not being of the nature, 
substance, and quality, of the milk demanded by the purchaser, in that it 
contained 5 per cent. of added water to the prejudice of the purchaser.’’ 
Fortune, an inspector of nuisances for St. Mary, Islington, as the churn 
was being delivered to the purchaser, procured a sample of the milk, 
which he had duly analyzed. The certificate of the public analyst was in 
the following terms: “‘I . . . do hereby certify that I received on 
the 25th day of April, 1895, from Mr. Fortune a sample of milk, and 
declare the result of my analysis to be that it contained percentages of 
foreign ingredients, as under: 5 per cent. of added water to the prejudice 
of the purchaser.” This certificate was objected to as being bad evidence 
of the offence charged, on the ground (inter alia) that it did not state as 
the result of the analysis the parts contained in the sample analyzed. In 
support of this objection it was contended that, as pure milk was composed 
parily of water and there was no fixed standard, the analyst should state 
the exact quantities of the water and other constituent parts, so that the 
respondent might have evidence upon which to decide whether he would 
require the analyst to attend for cross-examination, or whether he would 
appeal to the chemical officers at Somerset House. The magistrate refused 
to accept the certificate as evidence, and dismissed the information ; but 
stated this case at the request of the appellant. Counsel for the appellant 
admitted that water was one of the natural constituents to be found in 
pure milk, but contended that ‘‘ added water’’ was as much a foreign 
ingredient as pepper or any other ‘‘added’’ substance. It was not 
necessary to set out the constituent parts of the sample. The certificate 
was only primd facie evidence that a foreign article had been introduced. 
The respondent had a right always to cross-examine the analyst if he 
——— his certificate, and then any information as to the standard he 
bad employed in arriving at bis results could be challenged. The cer- 
tificate was, therefore, sufficiently explicit. He referred to section 18 of 
the Food and Drugs Act, 1875. For the respondent counsel contended 
that, if it was a charge of abstraction, the certificate ueed not necessarily 
set out the constituent parts of the article analyzed; if it was a case of 
adulteration, they must be fully stated. It was always important to know 
on what basis an analysis of milk was made, and doubly so where only an 
addition of 5 per cent. of water was alleged. What was the proper per- 
centage to allow, of water in a standard of pure milk was a disputed 


Tuz Cover upheld the decision of the magistrate. 
Hawkins, J., said he thought that the certificate did not conform with 
the requirements of the Act, and therefore the appeal must be dismissed, 





' whence it was sent out to Crompton and Radcliffe. 





= ——=>= 
In every case of this description it was the duty of the magistent tn 
decide whether a foreign substance had been added or not, he 
not decide that question unless he had before him the necessary 
tion. The certificate was intended to supply that information. [f hg 
not been shewn to his satisfaction that an analyst could distinguish the 
actual water added from the water that was bound to exist asa nat 
constituent part of pure milk. Merely for an analyst to certify that 5 per 
cent. of added water was found in the sample, without giving the ground, 
for arriving at that conclusion, appeared to him to be an expression 
opinion only, and was certainly not evidence of adulteration upon whig, 
the magistrate would be justified in convicting. ; 

Kennepy, J., in concurring, ‘ompeee out that great power was given 
the Act of 1875 as to the use to be made by the magistrate of the A 
certificate. For the certificate to be good evidence against the accused jt 
must give substantially all the data necessary for the magistrate to decide 
the case without recourse to other evidence.—CounseL, Macmorpgs. 
Morton Smith. Sotticrrors, Stanley Hoare; W..7. Ricketts. 4 


[Reported by Ensxixe Rep, Barrister-at-Law. } 


REG. v. RILEY—C. C. R., 3rd February. 


Crmunat Law—Ostarntnc Mongy ny Forecsp InstauMent—F Ravpvigyy 
TreLecramM—Forcegry Act, 1861 (24 & 25 Vicr.c. 98), s. 38. 


Case stated by Kennedy, J. The facts were thus stated in the judg. 
ment of Hawkins, J.:—Messrs. Crompton & Radcliffe are bookmakers at 
Manchester. Their practice is to accept bets on horse races offered then 
by telegram by persons desirous of backing horses, provided that on th 
face of the telegram it appears to have been handed in by the sender ats 
time earlier than that fixed for the running of the race upon which th 
bet is offered. On the 27th of June last a horse named Lord of Dale wa 
about to run in the Newcastle Handicap, and the time fixed for the m. 
ning of that race was 2.45 p.m. The prisoner, on the afternoon of tht 
day, sent to Crompton and Radcliffe, in the name ofa person named Dor. 
ber, a customer of theirs, who had authorized the prisoner to use bis 
name, a telegram which, on the face of it, purported to have been handed 
in at the Royal Exchange branch post office in Manchester at 2.40pm, 
and to have been received at the head office at Manchester at 2.51 p.m, 
The body of it was in 
these words, ‘‘ Three pounds Lord of Dale,’ and the bet was 

by them. Thestarting price odds against Lord of Dale at the time wha 
the telegram purported to have been handed in were three to one. This 
telegram was received by Crompton and Radcliffe at 3.15 p.m., and th 
bet was accepted by them in the ordinary course. Lord of Dale won th 
race, and upon the faith that the telegram had been handed in as it pur 
ported to have been Crompton and Radcliffe in due course paid Dorbe 
or allowed him in account the amount won by him—namely, the sumof 
£9. The telegram was in fact not handed in or sent from the Royal 
Exchange office at all, but was despatched by the prisoner from the head 
office in the form in which it reached Crompton and Radcliffe after the rae 
had been run and won. It was not suggested that Dorber was a party to 
that fraud. By the 24 & 25 Vict. c. 98, s. 38, ‘*‘ Whosoever with intentto 
defraud shall demand, receive, or obtain, or cause or procure to bk 
delivered or paid to any person, or endeavour to receive or obtain, orto 
cause or procure to be delivered or paid to any person, any chattel, , 
security for money, or other property whatsoever under, upon, py 
virtue of, any forged or altered instrument whatsoever, owe 
same to be forged or altered, shall be guilty of felony.’’ The p 

was indicted under that section for procuring with intent to defraud 
the payment to Dorber “‘ by virtue of a forged instrument, to wit,s 
forged telegram—that is to say, a forged message and communication pu- 
porting to have been delivered at a certain post office, to wit, at Royal 
Exchange, Manchester, for transmission by telegraph, and to have bem 
transmitted by telegraph to a certain other post office, to wit, the head 
post office at Manchester, aforesaid, with intent then to defraud—he, the 
said Henry Riley, then well knowing the same forged instrument to be 
forged, against the statute, &., and against the peace, &c.”” To this 
indictment the prisoner pleaded guilty; but Kennedy, J., before whom 
the case was tried, entertaining a doubt whether the telegram was a 
instrument within the meaning of section 38, reserved that question fr 
the consideration of the Court for Crown Cases Reserved; and alu 
desired the opinion of the court as to the sufficiency of the mdi 
ment. : 

The case was argued before the court last term, when judgment wa 
reserved. 

Tue Covrr (Hawkins, Writs, and Matruew, JJ.; Lord Russeut 0 
Kiitowen, C.J., and Vaucuan Wiitrams, J., doubting) affirmed the con- 
victior. 

Hawxiys, J.,in the course of a written judgment, after stating th 
facts and holding that the indictment sufficiently described the offence, and 
referring on that point to Taylor v. The Queen (1895, 1 Q. B. 25) said:—l 
now proceed to discuss the question reserved for our consideration: 
whether the telegram described in the case constitutes a forged instrument 
in law, and whether it is such an instrument as is contemplated by sectio 
38. My answer to both these questions is in the affirmative. In Black 
stone’s Commentaries (vol. iv., p. 245) forgery at common law is defined # 
“the fraudulent making or alteration of a writing to the prejudice d 
another man's right.’’ I seek for no other definition for the purposes 
the present discussion. That a postal telegram is a writing is, to my mind, 
clear.’ It originates in a written addressed and signed by th 
sender, and delivered by him into the post office of tch for the 
express purpose that it shall, in the very words in which it is penned, b 
transmitted by means of an electric to another post office, whieh! 
will call the arrival office, and that it shall there again, on ite arrival, 
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committed to writing, verbatim et literatim, and that euch last-mentioned 
griting shall be handed to the person to whom it is addressed. The 
writing delivered in at the office of despatch is the authority of the post- 
waster to transmit the m , and of the postmaster at the arrival office 
to commit it to writing and to deliver it to the addressee as the sender’s 
written message to him. This message sent out from the arrival office is, 
inmy opinion, as binding upon the sender as though he had written it 
with his own hand. If 1 am right in this, it follows that an offer by tele- 
accepted by telegram might well create a contract sufficient to 

the Statute of Frauds between the sender and the addressee, and a 

offer accepted by telegram might create an ordinary contract. For 

this there isthe authority of the Court of Common Pleas so long ago as 
1870: see Godwin v. Francis (L. R. 5 O. P. 295). Assuming the telegram 
tobe such a-writing as I have stated, a bare reading of the contents of it, 
coupled: with;the admission of its falsity and of the purpose for which it 
was made, are’‘overwhelming to establish that it was fraudulently made 
to the prejudice of another man’s right—and thus a forgery at common 
law. For this I need only cite the judgment of Blackburn, J., in Reg. v. 
Ritson (1 C. C. R. 200): ‘* When an instrument professes to be executed 
at adate different from that at which it- really was executed, and the 
false date is material to the operation of the deed, if the false date is 
inserted knowingly and with a fraudulent intentit is a forgery at common 
law.” In this case, unless the tel was dated and despatched 
before the race was run, it would have been inoperative; the time of 
ch was, therefore, material. Falsely to write the telegram so as to 
it.appear as if it were sent in for despatch before the race was run, 

when it was not sent in till afterwards, was to make it appear on the face 
of it to be that which it was not. The more vexed questions, however, 
are whether the writing can be treated as an instrument, and, if so, whether 
itis such an instrument as is contemplated by the 38th section, the con- 
tention for the prisoner being that it cannot properly be treated as an 
instrument at all; and that, even if it can, the 38th section has reference 
only to such forged legal or commercial instruments as are mentioned and 
made felonies in the earlier sections of the statute. After much considera- 
tion, I have formed an opinion adverse to the prisoner on both these points. 
Iam not aware of any authority for saying that in law the term ‘“‘ instru- 
ment’ has ever been confined to any definite class of legal documents. In 
the absence of such authority, I cannot but think the term ought to be in- 
terpreted according to its generally understood and ordinary meaning as 
stated in the dictionaries of Dr. Johnson and of Webster. When applied 
toa writing Dr. Johnson defines it as ‘‘ A writing containing any contract 
ororder.’’ Webster’s definition is, ‘‘ A writing expressive of some act, 
contract, process, or proceeding.”” When used generally Dr. Johnson 
of it as “‘ That by means whereof something is done ” ; Webster, as 

“One who or that which is made the means or caused to serve a purpose.” 
These definitions cover an infinite variety of writings, whether penned for 
the purpose of creating binding obligations or as records of business or 
other transactions. Every one of the documents mentioned in the statute 
are unquestionably instruments, and intended to be so treated. Through- 
out the statute it is evident the Legislature attached no rigid, definite 
meaning to the word, for it is used in a variety of senses, all falling within 
one or other of the definitions of Dr. Johnson and Webster to which I 
have referred. [His lordship then referred to the earlier sections 
af the Forgery Act, 1861, as shewing the different documents 
dealt with in the sections relating to forgery. He continued:—] It 
will not, of course, be denied that there are very many instruments of 
an important character, commercial and otherwise, the forgery of which 
are only offences at common law. I do not,. for instance, find that the 
forgery of an ordinary written contract (not under seal or specially named 
inthe statute) isa felony. So also a certificate of ordination, though the 
forgery of itis a mere common law offence, was nevertheless spoken of 
48an instrument by Blackburn, J., in The Queen v. Morton (2 C. C. R. 27). 
I call attention to these undeniable facts for the purpose of shewing that 
there are many written documents of an important character beyond 
those mentioned in section 38, to which the words ‘‘ any instrument whateo- 
ever’ used in that section apply in addition to those documents mentioned 
inthe statute. In my view of the case the telegram in question is an 
instrument of contract; it is the instrament which completed the wager 
offered by Crompton and Radcliffe to those who were able and disposed to 
accept it (see Carlill v. Carbolic Smoke Ball Co., 1892, 2 Q. B. 484; 1893, 1 
Q. B. 256, and cases there cited), and thenceforth an obligation was 
impose1 upon each party in honour to fulfil it according to the result of 
the race. I say in honour, because, though it was clearly not an illegal 
contract, it could not be enforced by any legal process. In virtue of it, and 
> the assumption that the telegram was what it purported to be, 
easrs. Crompton and Radcliffe paid the £9. I come to the only remaining 
question, whether it is such within the meaning of section 38 of the 
statute. It is contended that the section has reference only to such 
instruments as are mentioned in the earlier sections of the statute, and that 
section 38 applies only to those forged instruments which are punish- 
as felonies. Such a construction is, I think, erroneous. There is no 
definition of the word ‘‘instrument’’ in the statute to fetter us in 
giving to it the ordinary and general iuterpretation. It was clearly the 
tention of the Legislature by section 38 to create a new offence. 
It it had been the intention of the Legislature to limit the operation of 
the section to felonious forgeries, how easy it would have been to use 
appropriate language for that purpose. So far from doing this, the 
Iegislature, having used the term “instrument” in a variety of senses, 
all falling within one or other of the definitions I have above referred to, 
proceeds in section 38 to use lan which, read in its ordinary sense, 
comprises every description of tten instrument. What simpler, 


stronger, or more reneeere words .could they have employed than 
“any forged or alter 


instrument whatsoever ’’ to convey an intention 








that every forged instrumen 
eee eee 


| should be covered by it, whether the 
misdemeanour at common law? I 
section 38 can be 


argument against (39) ieee I have put upon 
derived from the section (39) immediately following, for it expressly limits 
statutory by enacting 


no 


- a = that section to oy thet bh few that, 
whether such forgeries are created or other Act, persons 
charged with them may be indicted as offenders that Act. 
Again, in section 40, the operation of which is to statutory 
forgeries, it is ressly and unmistakably so limited. Section 41 deals 
with the question of venue in all cases of forgery, expressly stating that 
it shall apply to .all forgeries, whether by statute or at common law. 
Section 42 deals with what shall be a sufficient —— in an indict- 
ment of ‘‘ any instrument charged as a forgery ”’ ; while section 44, which 
makes it unnecessary to allege an intent to defraud any particular person, 
admittedly covers forgeries of every description, without any ne 
and expresses that intention by the very same words used in ion 38, 
‘‘ any instrument whatsoever.’’ Is it possible that the Legislature, who 
clearly were alive to the difference between common law and statutory 
felonies, can have intended that a different construction should be put on 
these same words when used in section 38? The result is that, in my 
opinion, the conviction ought to be affirmed. In regard to a question 
su in the case, whether a person by pleading guilty to an indict- 
ment thereby admits the truth of the fact stated in the depositions, I 
think it right to express my opinion that he does not. He admits simply 
that he is guilty of the offence as charged in the indictment, and nothing 
more. 

The written judgment of Wits, J., in which he substantially concurred 
in the judgment of Hawkins, J., was read by Lord Russert or 
Krttowen, C.J. 

Maruew, J., concurred in the judgment of Hawxrns, J. 

Lord Russe. or Kiztowen, C.J., said that the case was not of impor- 
tance except with reference to the case of the particular eres He 
committed forgery at common law, a misdemeanour under Fae 
Act, and the offence of obtaining money by false pretences. a e 
did not dissent from the ju t of the — he en the 
doubt which would be ref to by Vaughan Williams, J. 

Vavucuan Wruu1ams, J., in the course of his j ment, said : I concur 
in the opinion that the defendant on the facts of case was gnilty of 
counterfeiting a writing with intent to defraud, and therefore of forgery by 
the common law, but I do not think he was guilty of a ae 
or that the telegram sent falls within the description of any of the 
instruments the forgery of which is made felony by 24 and 25 Vict., c. 98. 
On the whole, I think that section 38 is the supplement of the 
sections, and that ‘‘instrument’’ must be limited to instrument (using 
the word in its widest sense) the subject of the preceding sections. But 
although this is the inclination of my mind, I am not prepared to differ if 
the majority of the judges think otherwise. Conviction affirmed.— 
Counset, F. H. Mellor; Sir R. B. Finlay, 8.G., MeCall, Q.C., and 
Casserley. So.tcrtors, Riley, Blackburn ; The Solicitor to the Treasury. 

[Reported by T. R. C. Dit, Barrister-at-Law.} 





Solicitors’ Cases. 


Re SANDER’S SETTLEMENT—North, J., 30th January. 
Costs—Lanps Ciauses Act, 1845 (8 & 9 Vicr. c. 18)—Convevance—GRant 
or Eassment—So .icrrors’ tion Act, 1881, Scuepute 1, 

Part 1. 

This was a summons to vary the taxing master’s certificate, under the 
following circumstances. Certain land had been taken by the London 
County Council under compulsory powers, and it had been ordered to pay 
the costs of reinvestment. Upon application being made to the court, the 
money was allowed to be invested in the purchase of a right of way. 


taxing master held that the scale c did not apply toa grant of 
easement, and that the point was by Re Stewart (37 W. R. 484, 41 
Ch. D. 494). It was now contended on behalf = the London County 


Council that, as the surface of the land would vest : 
the case was distinguishable from Re Stewart, and that that case turnedon 
the particular circumstances of the case (as stated by Chitty, J., im 
Earnshaw- Wall, 1894, 3 Ch. 154), for there the vendor merely ited 
licence to lay dowu pipes. 

Nortn, J., however, held that the taxing master was right, and taat Re 
Stewart decided that the scale charge did not apply to the sale of an ease- 
ment.—Counsgt, W. Baker ; Gent. Sorscrrons, W. A. Blarland ; Withali, 
Trotter, § Patteson. 

| Reported by G. B. Hamruroy, Barrister-at-Law. } 


The Lord Chancellor was on Thursday morning, at the House of Lords, 
to preside over a committee, consisting of several of her Majesty’s judges 
which has been summoned for the purpose of considering the petition of a 
law student of the Middle Temple, who has appealed against the decision 
of the benchers of that inn for having refused to call him to the bar. 

A chess “at home’? will be given on the 10th of February in the Inner 
Temple Hall, by the treasurer, Mr. Waddy, Q.C., and the masters of the 


- 


Bench of the Inner Temple, to members of the Inner and Middle Temple. 
Mr. Blackburne will simultaneously blindfold against six aguas. 
Another master (pro Mr. Teichmann) will play simultaneously 


— all comers ; two consultation games between members 
of the Inner against members of the Middle Temple will be arranged. 
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LAW SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
SPECIAL GENERAL MEETING. 


A special general meeting of the Incorporated Law Society was held on 
Friday, the 31st ult., at the hall of the society, Chancery-lane, the Pre- 
sident, Mr. J. Wrerorp Bupp (London), taking the chair. 


Orper or Busrinzss. 


Mr. O. Forp (London) said he was very sorry that the rule which had 
prevailed twenty years ago had been disregarded of late years. That rule 
was that the notices of motion should be placed upon the agenda paper in 
the order in which they were received. It was hardly fair that the 
Council should arrange the notices of motion from their own point of 
view. Preference was given to notices of motion by members of the 
Council, and even by members of the club who were not on the Council. 

Mr. Atizz (London) rose to order. 

The Presment said he quite appreciated what Mr. Ford said, but in 
settling the order of business he (the President) had arranged it in the way 
that was most calculated to please the general body of members present. 
He had placed at the head of the paper of business the subject which 
bad the greutest interest for the members—namely, Land Transfer—and 
he felt sure that he should have the support of the meeting. : 

Mr. Forp endeavoured to enunciate his views with regard to the future 
but, in obedience to loud cries of ‘‘ Order,”’ desisted. 


Lanp TRANSFER. 


Mr. Jonn Hunter (London), in accordance with notice, called attention 
to the Bill which had been prepared under the instructions of the Council 
with the view of simplifying the title to and the transfer of land. He 
said it would be within thé recollection of some of the members that in 
the address which he had had the honour to deliver at the provincial 
meeting at Bristol he had expressed an opinion that the time had come 
when, instead of the Council confining themselves to criticizing the 
schemes brought forward year by year by the Government for compulsory 
registration, they should themselves put forward some scheme which 
should give to purchasers of land the greatest amount of security with 
the least cost of time and money, whilst leaving to owners the power 
they all desired to make any disposition they could now make of the land 
or the value of it. His address contained his views as to what would be the 
alterations in the law best calculated to work that out. At that meeting a 
resolution was passed : ‘‘ That the Council of the Incorporated Law Socicty 
be requested to take into their consideration as soon as convenient the 
suggestions relating to the improvement of the laws of real property 
contained in the address of the President, and to appoint a com- 
mittee for the purpose of elaborating and bringing forward proposals 
i i i This resolution was 


roposals, All the country mem- 
of the Council and several don members who had large 
i in conveyancing matters sat upon it; and they asked him 
to put into shape the draft of such a scheme as he wished the 
Council to Ee forward. This he did, and he thought the shortest 
way would be to refer to a few paragraphs in the report which he pre- 
pared as a draft, but which never got further than a draft. It stated 
that the first step towards simplifying a title to real estate was to enact 
that a purchaser acquiring the legal ownership of it should not be affected 
by any equitable claims to or on the property, whether he had notice of 
them or not. A n consequential alteration of the law would 
be to require that there should always be a legal owner in fee, and to 
enact that such legal owner should, subject to caveat, have absolute 
power to of the whole fee without the concurrence of any other 
: to ensure this it would be neceesary t2 prohibit the creation 
future of legal estates in real property other tan in fee simple or for a 
fixed term of years. To facilitate the proof of title it would be necessary 
that on the death of the person in whom the legal estate was vested it 
vest in his legal personal representatives. If these alterations in 
the law were made, it would then be impossible for the legal estate once 
vested in one person to be transferred to another without either a deed of 
conveyance executed by the legal owner or by order of acompetent court, 
treating a pny of probate or administration as such an order. The 

duty and the Finance Act would be required to be amended, 
80 as to relieve the purchasers acquiring the legal estate and being liable 
to the duties imposed upon them. With these alterations, the abstract of 
title would only contain an abstract of such of the deeds as conveyed the 
legal estate. e purchaser would no more have to inquire whether the 
beneficial interest in the property was free or incumbered than the pur- 
chaser of stock now had to inquire, when he took a transfer of stock from 
two or more persons, what they were going to do with the purchase- 
money. The purchaser would very rarely have to require proof of 
death, and never of heirship. It would give all the simplicity of a 
transler on the register, without the inherent Sotesnteas of having 
private affairs conducted by an official department with the co uent 
delay and fees, and it would further get rid of the very substantial risk 


I 
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[ 


that 2 4 owner must always be liable to of being deprived of his 
property by fraud or forgery. On the system here proposed no legal 
owner be deprived of his property without either his own signature 


or au order of yd curt. The Kpg caveats soogenet wan that 
on ans Z to prevent a owner selling land without 
the comsent of ‘iam, 4 whatever capacity he claimed the right to 





OE 
restrain, should, on filing an affidavit similar to that now required-)- 
obtain a distringas, have the right to file on the register a notice that th 
person named was not to sell the land described without the consent of the 
court. The caveat might be either a caveat to be warned off on so 
days’ notice to the cautioner, or an inhibition not to be got rid of with, 
out the actual consent of the cautioner or an order of the court. In 
case the court ought to. be at liberty to condemn in costs a cautiong 
registering a caveat improperly, or improperly refusing to withdray 
it. The cautioner should be at liberty to consent to the sale of any 
particular part of the property without affecting the caveat generally, 
On this draft there was great divergence of opinion, and no definite cop. 
clusion was come to by the Council. In the meantime the Lord Chancellgp 
brought in his Bill to establish a Government registry, which passed 
the House of Lords and had come to the House of Commons, and been 
there read a first time. Notice to block the Bill was given, but negotia. 
tions took place between Mr. Bolton, who undertook to represent the 
society and the solicitor branch of the profession in the matter, and the 
promoters of the Bill. He (Mr. Hunter) thought they were very much 
indebted to Mr. Bolton for the very great trouble he had taken and the 
skill he had displayed in conducting the negotiations. Mr. Boltoy 
entered into an understanding with the Attorney-General that the Bill 
should be read a second time gro forméd, and referred to a Select Com. 
mittee, who would have power to take evidence, on the distinct under. 
standing that those members who were opposed to the Bill were to be. at 
liberty to oppose it, either in principle or detail, at any later stage. The 
Bill was elites second time on that understanding, and a Committee, of 
which the Attorney-General was chairman, eat for some time. Mr, 
Wolstenholme was examined, and in the course of his evidence he said 
that in his opinion it would be necessary to simplify title to provide that 
every purchaser of land should take by a title paramount to all equitable 
interests. The Committee sat until the defeat of the Government; and 
then Parliament was dissolved, and the Council found they had time to 
resume the consideration of the scheme which had been before them for 
the preceding six months. Having that expression of Mr. Wolsten- 
holme’s opinion, the Council came to the conclusion that the most busi- 
ness-like proceeding would be to get a Bill prepared running very much 
on those lines; and accordingly instructions were given to Mr. Wolsten- 
holme requesting him to draft a Bill. The instructions comprised the 
paper he (Mr. Hunter) had put before the Council, and also papers from 
several other members of the Council expressing their views. By the end 
of the Long Vacation a Bill was prepared by Mr. Wolstenholme, who was 
assisted by Mr. B. L. Cherry, a former pupil of his, and who had assisted 
him in writing his last book on the Settled Lands Act and Convey- 
ancing Act, and who had been assisting the Council in the evidence given 
before the Committee of the House of Commons; and this Bill came up 
for consideration by the Council at the first meeting almost after the last 
Long Vacation. The most convenient plan would be to explain what 
the contents of that Bill were. The Bill had been approved by the 
Council, and had been sent by them to the Lord Chancellor, as their 
contribution towards the solution of the question which had been 
so long before the public as to what would be the best mode of 
cheapening and simplifying the investigation into title on the transfer of 
land as between vendor and purchaser. In the scheme he had sub- 
mitted to the Council the two greatest difficulties which had occurred to 
him were—first, he had proposed that a purchaser acquiring the legal 
estate should be relieved from any responsibility for tracing out the 
equitable title; and, seeing how very frequently there was considerable 
difficulty in finding out where the legal estate is, it certainly had pressed 
upon him that it was quite possible it might happen, not, perhaps, infre- 
quently, that the purchaser, thinking he had a legal estate, would 
abstain from inquiring into the equitable interest, and that it might 
turn out that there was legal estate outstanding, and the purchaser 
might find he had not got what he expected to have. If two or 
three such cases occurred, it was certain conveyancers would 
shortly try back totheir old system. The other difficulty that had pressed 
upon him was the question of the Settled Lands Act. That Act had given 
large powers not only to legal but to equitable tenants for life, and 
he very much doubted whether the Legislature would be willing to give u 
the power that had been conferred upon them, and of which they hi 
made such very extensive use. Mr. Wolstenholme, in the Bill he had 
drafted, had dealt with both these difficulties in a way which he (Mr. 
Hunter) thought the great majority of the Council at all events considered 
—though it had rendered the Bill more complicated —would best carry out 
the object they had had in view, and which he thought was a very masterly 
way of getting rid of those two risks. The Bill, to begin with, contained 
three definitions. In order to avoid confusion with the meanings attached 
by the court to existing terms, instead of dividing interest into legal and 

uitable estate it divided them into estates and fiduciary rights. The 
Bill proposed to enact that an estate should not be disposed of otherwise 
aramount interests (if any), the whole 

share in it, or to create out of it 
another estate. Fiduciary rights ht be created in the same manner 4s 
equitable interests in land, but should be capable of being enforced only 
against the estate owner, who is constituted trustee to give effect t 
such rights, and should not be enforced against a purchaser, whether he 
had notice of such rights or not. A disposition by an estate owner in 
favour of a purchaser was to pase the es disposed of to the purchaser 
subject to paramount interest (if any), but free from all liabilities not being 
paramount interests. Any disposition by an estate owner attempting to 
create an interest was only to operate as a declaration of trust. The Bill 
provided that on the death of the estate owner tho estates should vest in 
the executor of the deceased estate owner, with the power to appoint 4 
separate executor of real estate, That would get rid of the necet- 


than so as to transfer, subject to 
estate in the land, or an undivi 
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diy of investigating heirships or proof of death. The Bill further | were undertaking to amend the law of real property. They would - 


to enact that transfer of an estate in favour of a purchaser should 
the purchaser and the land in his possession from succession and estate 
duties. Up to this point the Bill carried out very much the views which had 
previously been before the Council, except as to the words ‘“‘ legal 
qtate.” Mr. Wolstenholme created a new definition of the estate, as 
ting the entire interest either in what they called the fee simple 
or term of years, whether that entire interest was legal or equitable. 
[twould be apparent to everybody that there were many cases in which 
the equitable owner in fee simple desired to sell the land subject to some 
ontstanding interest ; and, notwithstanding the fact of these interests 
outstanding, the Bill would enable a man who had the interest in 
the property to make a clean title to the purchaser without any inquiry 
on his behalf into the equitable interests. The mortgagee or other people 
whohad prior interest were dealt with under the term of ‘‘ paramount 
interests,"’ which were left untouched. ‘There would be very little 
difficulty in ascertaining what they were. Then the Bill dealt with 
settlements. As to future settlements, it proposed to enact that a 
settlement should be made only by means of a declaration of trust, and 
that the successive interests should take effect as fiduciary rights; that 
a instrument creating a settlement may contain an appointment of 
trustees for the purpose of the Settled Land Act, with power to appoint 
new trustees ; and that where it does so the estate owner shall not dispose 
of his estate otherwise than in the manner authorized by the Settled Land 
Act. This disability was to cease on the death of the estate owner, who 
was to be as a rule the first tenant for life, and whose title would on his 
death vest in his legal representative, who would be bound to provide for 
all duties and all other liabilities affecting the estate, and subject to that 
to convey it to the person in whom the next fiduciary right is vested. 
As to settlements in existence at the time of passing the Bill, it pro- 
to enlarge the interest of the tenant for life in existence at that 
time, if he is of full age, into an estate, subject to any paramount interest ; 
the estate to be held on trust to give effect to fiduciary rights equivalent to 
the limitations of the settlement, with the power of disposal in the 
estate owner only as authorized by the Settled Land Act. Of course, in 
the case of existing settlements any purchaser would see by the investiga- 
tion of title that the estate vested in the tenant for life was subject to the 
restrictions, and could only be disposed of under the powers, of the Settled 
land Act. At the same time it would relieve purchasers from inquiring into 
equitable interest, and give very much greater facility than was at present 
thecase. The Bill provided that where in future settlements the estate 
was not vested in the man who had the first fiduciary interest for life, in 
which case the estate was in somebody other than the tenant for life, the 
trustees were to be bound to carry out as an administrative act any 
contracts which the tenant for Jife might enter into, and it prohibited in 
that case any other than the estate owner from making a title which he 
would have been able to do under the existing land laws. The other 
omy of the Bill dealt with the questions of caveats and inhibitions. 
athe scheme before the Council in the first instance these were put as 
alternatives. It had not occurred to him, but ithad to Mr. Wolstenholme, 
that the choice of the two alternatives might be left to the 
person who wanted to make use of them, and Mr. Wolstenholme 
had proposed that there should be a register on which any 
person claiming a right to restrain an owner from making 
a good title to a purchaser should be at liberty to file a notice, either 
& caveat or an inhibition. A.caveat would operate as a distringas 
atthe present time, and would cease to exist if it were warned off by a 
number of days’ notice. The inhibition would be an absolute prohibition, 
but the Bill proposed that such a restraint as that should not be filed 
unless with an order of the court or the consent of the person to be in- 
hibited, There was machinery in the Bill providing for registering 
both in London and the country, and for obtaining official certificates of 
search, and providing that an official certificate given by the registrar 
that there was no caveat or inhibition restraining A. B. from dealing with 
land ina particular parish or district shall be conclusive evidence that 
there is no such restraint. The result of the Bill would appear to be, at 
ilevents Mr. Wolstenholme so anticipated, if it passed, that within a 
period of twelve or fifteen years all that would be necessary for the vendor 
tw produce to make out his title to a purchaser would be any instruments 
that dealt with the estate, and the certificates of the registrar, that at 
the time of the dealing there was no caveat or inhibition filed on the 
register, and then the purchaser would have a complete title which could 
not be upset by any dormant interest, either equitable or legal. If the 
Bill should have that effect, it would very much simplify transactions in 
nal estate in the future, and save a considerable amount of investigation 
and reinvestigat ion, the perpetual recurrence of which was one of the 
grat grievances put forward a the people who were pressing the Govern- 
ment to establish their registry. In the opinion of the Council the scheme 
Proposed would be a substantial equivalent for what the Government had 


been proposing, without the inconvenience and disadvantage of the assist- | 


aiee of officials, and the necessity for paying official fees, and without the 
ty of any system which had to be conducted by officials, as compared 
& system conducted by the parties themselves and their own advisers 
they paid and employed from time to time. This had been one of 
ape ints the Council had pnt forward as one of the disadvantages 
Would attach to the Government scheme. That, he thought, was 
fuitly the history of what had been before the Council during the last 
tighteen months, and of what they had done; and what he wished to do 
WW was to ask the meeting to resolve that they approved of the 
tetion taken by the Council in the matter. He moved accordingly. 
Mr. N. 'I'.” Lawnunce (London) seconded the motion with great 
tordiality, He confessed he should like to say a word or two about it. 
He dare say many had asked, and many would ask, why the Council 


ee 


law of real was very good as it stands, and why 
Council interfere it. The answer to that would be that 
Nee ee ee eT ee ee 
great many other cases. For a great many years 

pulsory registration of title had been forced upon Parliament 
cellor after Chancellor on both sides of politics, and i 
leaders on both sides of the House entertained an idea—a very 
idea, as those present knew—that compulsory registration of ti 
be a benefit to the community. He dare say a good 
flattered themselves that it would enable them to do away 
lawyer’s bill and to do all their business without legal expense. 
Council had hitherto, by great industry and 
much to the labours of Mr. Lake, been able to prevent these Bills 
passing. But that had been merely from the accidents of Parliamentary 
business ; and now that there was an all-powerful Government in 
and a Lord Chancellor who was commi to the scheme, there 
very little doubt that if the Government chose they could pass the Bill. 
The Council had exhausted their powers of direct opposition, and the 
considered, as Mr. Hunter had suggested in his address at Bristol, that 
the time had come when they ought to look into the question of real pro- 
perty law and see whether there was anything they could propose in place 
of this scheme. The points which the Bill was aimed at were these. With 
regard to frecholds, there was a great difference between freeholds and 
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° matter 
very often to find out who the heir-at-law was. If freeholds were settled, 
the legal estate was vested in a number of successive persons; and if the 
owner for the time being happened to be low down in the list of successive 
persons, he had to prove the death and failure of issue of a large number 
of persons. This did not apply to leaseholds, which vested in the executor 
when a man died, and if they were settled there were trustees who could 
deal with them. Then there was one other difficulty, when the yee wad 
had notice of the trust and he required it to be shewn these 
trusts were fulfilled. That was not the case with stock and shares. 
If a man bought his stock he need not trouble himself about 
trusts which affected the persons who sold to him. These 
the things which this Bill remedied, and it remedied them in this 
the freeholds had to vest in the hands of executors and 
tors just as if they were leaseholds. The Bill which Mr. Hi 
so ably described was necessarily a very complicated Bill, 
simple principles could not be put into ordinary working 
most minute ard careful provisions by an adept in the 
when Lord Cairns brought in his Acts of 1881 and 
generally considered to have been very successful and 
the country, he trusted entirely to Mr. Wolstenholme, 
Lawrence) happened to know, because he was behind the 
time. Lord Cairns entrusted the whole measure y 
holme, and the Council had had the advantage of Mr. 
skill andlearning. But it had not been left to Mr. Wolste 
gether, because the Council had worked it out with him, and 
the result. If the Bill were adopted by the Go 
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the only chance of its passing, it was most to hope that these 
persistent attacks upon the law of real might cease, and that the 
Council might no longer have to spend the money of the society and 
their own labour and pains year after year in opposing the same thing. 
Before the Acts of 1881 and 1882 there had been persistent attacks upon 
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the right of settlement. A great many persons who wrote 
spoke very well had maintained that a man t to b 
settling his property in the way he thought best for his 
Acts were passed, and the law of settlement was settled 
these attacks had ceased. Nothing more was heard 
sincerely hoped that this Bill might meet with the ® appro 
and that it might be passed; and that they 
fighting every year in their own defence. He hoped the 
pass the resolution. < 

Mr. F. W. Buvnr (London) addressed the meeting, as he 
should be some expression of the ing of the members 
Council. They must all feel greatly to the Council 
they had taken. He quite agreed with Mr. Lawrence 
exhausted their powers of direct opposition, and therefore, 
it was the best possible policy that a contribution should be 
literature, and possibly the legislation, on the subject 

tent a body as the Council. He thought the i 

ave done better than take the step they had in 

holme for assistance in drafting the Bill. He had 
Bill came to be examined, as it ass would 


sort could expect to be t, but he believed the Bill would 

criticism, even if there might be political or other influences which 

| possibly overcome the } upon which 

| quite impossible at the moment to any opi on 

| of the Bill. It wan auatien anauhiioes far more consideration 

| possibly be given to it off-hand. He would only venture one 
which was with regard to the distinction between estates as now 


and fiduciary interests. It seemed ble tha 
visions would be made than that in the Bill for 


z 
ii 


ag 
iF 
FE 


8 Te 
AG lt 
beets a 


i 
5 
z 
E 
8 


: 

q 

: 

2 

& 

2 
He 
ie 
bree 








; 
| : 
eee 
eg 5 pers 
an He 


Et} 


tiduciary interests. He quite agreed that 

pared for allowing the n who had what was called the estate 
the whole interest in the property to the purchaser. He thought 
was all the more reason why 

power to contract for sale of the person who 
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ioe amane be 
gathered, also, that under the definition of ‘‘ paramount interest,’’ if a 
eale cccurred by the mortgagee in possession, the person who really owned 
the property as an estate would be turned into a man having a fiduciary 
interest only. Therefore that also illustrated, it occurred to him, the very 
great necessity for carefully guarding the right to contract for sale. 

Mr. Forp said the society were very much indebted to Mr. Hunter and 
the Council for their great trouble in preparing this long Bill of thirty- 
six . He would undertake to say that no other public body would 
be asked, as the members were asked to-day, not having received a copy 
of the Bill, to say whether it was a right and proper Bill, and asked to 
support the Council. 

Mr. Bivnxt said he did not understand that in saying they approved of 
the action of the Council the members approved entirely of the Bill. He 
had not spoken in that sense himself. 

Mr. Forp said he was leading up to the subject that they would be wise 
if they adjourned the consideration of the matter to the next meeting, 
and in the meantime every member should be provided with a copy of the 
Bill. (A Member: ‘‘ Expense.’’) He thought it would be penny wise and 
pound foolish for the members to commit themselves one single inch until 
they had had the Bill in black and white. He did hope the Council would 
not act with this unbecoming haste, this indecent dispatch. There was 
no necessity, for Parliament would have plenty of work in connection with 
foreign affairs before considering legislation of this kind. This was just 
the moment when it might have been wise to let the matter alone. he 
marvel and the pity was that the Council did not move in the direction of 
reform some years ago. It was quite a question whether the Legislature 
would be prepared to accept from the society a measure of reform which 
they might have been ready to accept twenty years ago. There were some 
things in the Bill which he did not like at all. The members would find 
in it proposals which they would very strongly object to, and which he 
was afraid would create some conflict of opinion between the country and 
London practitioners, such, for instance, as that referring to returns for 
circuits being sent by post. He appealed to the Council to give the 
members an opportunity of considering the measure, and not to treat 
them like a parcel of children. He therefore moved that the considera- 
tion of the Bill be adjourned to the next general meeting, and in the 
meantime an inexpensive copy of the Bill be sent to each member of the 
society. 

Mr. Joux Exterton (London) thought the action of the Council in the 
abstract most commendable, and that the members should support the 
action taken by them in preparing the Bill. 

Mr. B. G. Laxe (London) trusted Mr. Ford was the only member of the 
profession who had not already read the Bill in the Soricrrors’ JourNnaL 
and in the Law Journal and Law Times, in every one of which it had 
—— three or four weeks ago. He might add also that this same 
Bill bad been forwarded to every country law society in the kingdom, 
and it could be seen by anyone who cared tocome to the society’s office. 
Probably the only reason Mr. Ford had not seen it was that in the 
intervals of the general meetings he did not take any interest in the 
affairs of the society. ‘That seemed to be the only explanation. To sug- 
gest that the Council were going to ask the gentlemen in the law to 
express approval of every provision of the Bill, or to go into it, was most 
unreasonable. But that was not what they asked, and he doubted whether 
any member would be prepared to undertake the labour of going through 
the Bill. It was a Bill of an extremely technical character, which could 
only be understood by those who were completely acquainted, as most of the 
members of the Council were, with the art and science of conveyancing. 
The Biil had been prepared by the best conveyancer in London, and he 
was prepared to say that anyone reading it for the first time would not be 
able to appreciate the whole force of some of the provisions which it con- 
tained. With regard to the particular clause to which Mr. Ford had 
referred, that had been put in in accordance with the suggestion from the 
country societies and to avoid the possible necessity of country solicitors 
having to send up all their deeds to London. With regard to the Bill he 
did not propose, after Mr. Hunter’s and Mr. Lawrence’s able explana- 
tion, to say many words. Only, as one who had taken a very great inte- 
rest in the subject, he should like to be allowed to say how entirely he 
agreed in what Mr. Hunter had initiated and the Council had followed. 
It must be borne in mind that the point which had been made the most of 
against the system of conveyancing was that in dealing with land the 
title had to be investigated on every separate occasion, and it was im- 
possible to deny that this in theory was the case. They knew that in 

it was far from being the case. And this Bill met the difficult 

y providing that all fiduciary rights, and all incumbrances whic 
really come under that head must be protected bp Bonen 4 on a regis- 
ter. The effect would be to provide that as between vendor and 
purchaser an official certificate that there is no incumbrance or any 
— e registered against an estate shall be final and con- 

we. So that there would never be any necessity for going behind the 
last conveyance or the last dealing for value. Everyone of them knew how 
enormously that would facilitate their labour reduce their r m- 
. He only referred to that ae one of the leading provisions of the 
Bill, and one of the great advantages which it would afford. It would 
enable them to greatly simplify ti But, above all, there were the ad- 
vantages of preventing the possible suppression of deeds and giving the 
protection to the interests which the Land Hegistry claimed to give, but 
which those who read the evidence given before the Select Committee 
would know failed to give; and he quite hoped that this Bill would be 
eupporte’ by the society at large, as it would very greatly strengthen 
tue President in any communication with the law officers on the measure. 
He entirely eu: the resolution. 
Mr. Texvcoin seconded Mr. Vord’s amendment, 
The Peestvewr asked what wae Mr. Vord’s amendment exactly. 








Mr. Forp said it was: ‘That the consideration of the matter be pos. 
poned till our next meeting, and that in the meantime a copy of the Biy 
be sent to every member of the society.”’ 

The Presipent asked Mr. Ford whether he really proposed to put the 
society to the expense of sending a copy of the Bill to each of the 7,6 
members. Latterly the society had had an excess of expenditure omg, 
income. (Mr. Hastie: ‘‘Dinners.”) No, it was not dinners at all. 
could show the member, if he would take the trouble to go into thy 
accounts with him, that that was not the cause of the excess. But thy 
finances were in anything but a satisfactory condition, and it would cog 
to send the Bill to each member some £300, there or thereabouts ; andi 
was a very important question. Every member of the society must hayg 
seen, or could buy for himself at the cost of 6d., a full copy of thy 
Bill in the Soricrrors’ Journat, and he hoped Mr. Ford would not prog 
upon the Council the necessity of incurring so large an expense as this, 

yy never could hope to have any great number of the members present af 
a general meeting to discuss the provisions of the Bill, and a very 
portion of the expense would be thrown away. All the members 






















































were likely to attend could, at very little cost, obtain a full print of the [gy commit fraud 
Bill in the Sorrcrrors’ Journat. He was not discussing the question of ja st quite rid 
adjournment, but the suggestion that this expense should be thrown upoj frands oe 
the society. smount of bt 
Mr. Forp said he had only suggested it in the interest of the profession, jg Ytich they p 
At all events he hoped he might suggest that the memorandum, whi of fraud di , 
only covered six pages, should be sent out. tion was not | 
The Present said it was the postage which was the great expens, je the Bill f1 
The memorandum had also been published. any system. 
- Mr. Trepcotp said that Mr. Ford still wished for the adjournment of jg! Council 
the discussion, but did not wish the Council to incur the expense of send. gy Whole of the 
ing out the Bill to every member. When he (Mr. Tredgold) received th on the Counc 
notice of the meeting he called at the society’s office, and received a copy net with the 
of the Bill, as any member might have done. He could see the enormow jue 2% with th 
amount of work and attention that had been given to the subject, a mos Mr. R. L. | 
difficult subject. But the Bill entirely revolutionized his notions of con. ge ¥4* ty 
veyancing, and it almost gave him acold shudder to think of it. But solic. i ™ supposed 
tors would submit to that. If the public were so aggressive, and woul aggressive ac 
insist upon some reform in conveyancing, he could quite understand that the ie 
legal profession were bound in a measure to give way. But the Bil in . 
seemed to him entirely drawn in the interest of purchasers of estate, je dng § 
Under the Bill there were possibilities and probabilities of the owner being Mr. e 7 
ousted. He saw cautions provided for in the nature of caveats, but it mut jg Yuld happe 
be remembered that there were numbers of fiduciary interests represental {gy his opinio 
by minors, younger sons abroad, females, and so on. They would nt i and Po 
know what steps to take. Yet where there was only one trustee left, who rap ee ao 
might be a man of straw, he might sell the estate, and the fiduciaria : 
would have no redress whatever against the land, simply because by this A¢ oy 8p) 
the purchaser was entitled to receive the estate free from all incumbranee. aes om 
This was a very serious blot on the Bill. They would simply havea claim it the Tomes 
upou this man of straw. Supposing the Bill became law, and a case came Me. Fr ord des 
before the court, and the question of the paramount interest were involved, an by o- 


the question would have to be asked, ‘‘ Are you urging paramount interest 
before the Act of 1896 or after?’’ His great objection was that there wa 








no sufficient protection for the fiduciary interest. If they adopted the hi he 
Bill it would go forth to the world that every solicitor had approved of it, Mr F cud 
and it might help to carry the Bill through. It was certainly not ye The Paners 





quite perfect. That was why he seconded the resolution. : 

Mr. A. H. Hastie (London) said that everyone knew how convenientit 
was to deal with Consols, and for land to be dealt with as Consols it was 
only necessary to have the principle of distringas, which he thought wasit 
the Bill, to make it practically a. If that were so, he was contented witt 
the Bill, and if the Council had agreed to its details it seemed to be idle 
expect 7,000 members to make 7,000 objections. If they conceded th 
principle of the measure, its working must be left to the Council. 

Mr. F. Armrrace (London) said they had been told by Mr. Hunter tht 
the object of the Bill was to simplify, but he did not think the objectd 
the Lord Chancellor or the late Government was the relief of solicitors# 
of conveyancing counsel. What the public was asking for through 
Lord Chancellor was something that would cheapen the cost of conve 
ancing. He should like to know whether that point of the cost had bea 
considered. He thought that if any complaint was made with regard 
the conveyancing scale, it arose sometimes under ‘the power to 
notice to charge under the old system. It was no good offering the 
or the Legislature stones when they wanted bread. Although the BB 
might be to the convenience of solicitors, it would not do much for & 
public unless it reduced the cost. 

Mr. Srencen Wuirenzap (London) thought the meeting ought to we 
against the amendment, for the reason that if it were carried they woul 
be landed in a great difficulty. At the next meeting there would be 
long discussion on the details of the Bill, and the only thing that coal 

bly be done then would be to appoint a committee to consii®) 
whether the Bill could be approved. That would take months, and @ 
committee would be simply going througlt the work the Council 
already done—that Council being the very best committee, in his opimim 





























































































that the society could appoint. Then the report of the committee woul 
be accepted by the Council, and the society would be binding itself tot 
provisions of the Bill. By the resolution the members did not so DieT y, oS 
themselves. They simply approved of the course which the Council reclution at 
adopted, which was to prepare the Bill which they put forward terme: “ Th, 
thought the meeting ought to approve of the course the Council the date of ¢ 





asopted, 
Mr. U. T. Saunvens (Birmingham) said that it was most important® 
consider that to adjourn the discussion of the subject till April way 
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adjourn it altogether, because Parliament would meet in February, 






the bye-laws 
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Tr be post. = ; , ‘ , it 
of the Biy fy the Lord Chancellor, if he determined to bring in a Bill, would Lewy & Tus Loxc Vacation. 
i . Unless, therefore, the Council were prepared with their Bill : : . 
to put the ne “ternative measure, and to submit it to Parliament at exactly the mh age notice = euneenes ov She pe a po pyaar :—Mr. F. Row- 
the 7 ame time, the society would be out in the cold. It would be too late in | ©Y Juti Jo That the en oe ae —— following 
diture ea jptil to go to Parliament with their Bill. The society must be prepared | Tesolution : t _ resident, rv ——— ve of the solicitors 
at all act at once. He trusted Mr. Ford would see that to adjourn the | OD the Rule Committee, a move, at the next of that 
0 into the tion of the subject until April would be disastrous. Upon the ae | the rescission of ord. 64, rr. 4 and 5, of the Rules of the 
But the gp general question the Bill would, of course, be a revolution, but com- | “UPreme Court. ; : 
would registration would be a revolution infinitely worse to them than | The Prusipenr said that before Mr. Parker moved the resolution, on 
i: pa fierevolution proposed by the Bill. The compulsory Registration Bill | behalf of himself and his (the President’s) successors in office he ought 
must hay fj ws not only revolution in every sense of the word, but destructive so | to take some exceptions to the terms of the motion. The Legislature 
Opy of the fur as the solicitor’s position was concerned, because they would be had thought fit to enact that the President of the Incorporated Law 
not ousted in favour of officialism. The Bill protected them from that. It | Society for the time being should be a member of the Rule Committee. 
se as thie the public also from all the dangers, the delays, the rigidity, | But the President attended the committee to listen, and to take in 
s present gi {ge and the manifold inconveniences which were inted out by one witness | the proceedings to the best of his ability. He did not consider he 
ve ster another to the Select Committee of the House of Commons. There | Was the representative or the delegate of solicitors in the terms of the 
uhaal were dangers under the present system. A fraudulent trustee could | notice of motion. He thought it only right that he should put that oa 
rint of the (q2 ommit frauds now just as ever he would be able to. They could never | record. The President attended to assist the committee to the best of his 
question of quite rid of the possibility of fraud, but ience shewed that | ability, and as a member of the Rule Committee, and not as the delegate 
rown fads were infinitesimal in number, and could not be compared with the | of the society or of anyone else. 
“pet Fe mount of business done in the country. And that was one ground on - Grisste said that Mr. Parker, who had been called away to a 
profession, qe which they pressed the Select Committee hard—namely, that the question conference, had requested him to move the resolution. 
um, which fae of fraud did not arise as regarded the question of registration. tra- The Presipent observed that he had been happy to be able to make the 
ae tion was not necessary to the prevention of fraud, and under the system | explanation upon the subject. His views were known, and were en- 
t expense, of the Bill fraud would be made as rare an otcurrence as possible under tirely in accord with Mr. Parker 8s. He only desired to point out that the 
any system. He trusted that the members would not bind the hands of | President cannot be considered as a \. , 
rnment of ‘Council in a matter which had been approved in the main by the| _ Mr. Hasrre said the President had an explanation of what he con- 
se of sen. fe Whole of the country members of the profession. Every country member | sidered his position. In the event of there being an unanimous resolution 
ceived the the Council was in favour of the prosecution of this Bill, therefore it | of the society requesting him to move such and such an alteration of a 
eda net with the approval of the country generally, and he trusted it would | rule, would he conceive that he was entitled to consider whether or not he 
enorall mest with the approval of London solicitors and the profession generally. | should do so, not as his own motion, but from the fact that the resolution 
ct, & mos Mr. R. L. Devonsurre (London) cordially agreed with the resolution, | had been come to by the society. 
ns of cop. qe sud Was strongly opposed to adjournment. But he would not like it to| The Prestmenr: Certainly, sir. Ican approve or not. If I approved 
But soli. sae be supposed that the society was giving way, as had been said, before the | of the resolution, I should consider whether it was a practical resolution to 
snd wouli [ee sgressive action of the public; but rather that it was dealing with the | carry. I should certainly in no place and at no time move a resolution I 
nd that the ive action necessitated by the times in favour of facilitating the | did not think there was a reasonable probability of — rg : 
it the Bil of the transfer of land. So far from giving way, they were | Mr. Hasrre asked, supposing a resolution were carried by the society, 
of estate, fa lesding in that direction. would the President consider he was bound to bring it to the notice of the 
wner being fay Mr. J. Suvworr (Bristol) supported the resolution. He asked what Rule Committee. The President was entirely out of order in making the 
ut it mug a Yould happen in the event of the Lord Chancellor opposing the measure. | exception he had made. es ; 
»presental ge his opinion the society should support the Land Transfer Bill in that | The Paxsmenr: I think not, sir. If I find before me a motion which I 
would not ae ‘ae, and provisions should be inserted that no one other than a solicitor | conceive is expressed in » calculated to convey an erroneous im- 
left, why am ‘ould act for the principal. If the profession could be safeguarded, he | pression, I could not allow a motion in these terms to be put to the meet- 
fiduciaries fae YoUld be prepa to arrange a compromise rather than fight, but he | ing. : ; Pox 
by this A¢ ae decidedly approved of the details of the Council’s Bill. Mr. Grissts said he had been in communication with Mr. Parker as to 
mbrance, Mt. Davros Mruuer (London) suggested that Mr. Ford should with- | the terms of the motion, and they only desired to put it in such a form as 
ve a clain ge Wzaw his amendment, because adjournmert would only paralyze the action | would be acceptable to the President and the . He had not the 
case came fe the Council for three months, and do no earthly good whatever. If | exact words Mr. Parker had arranged, but the substance was that “In 
. involve, gy Mt. Ford desired to discuss the details at the ensuing meeting, he could | the opinion of this meeting the Council be requested to ask the President 
nt interet fee 00 80 by any motion either in support of or against it. Of course, there | to before the Rule Committee the ty of the rescission of the 
there wu fae Bust be in a Bill of this description very great material for difference of | two rules 4 and 5 of order 64. - 3 
opted the en. He should like to know anyone who could prepare a Bill of this | The Prestpenr suggested it should run: ‘‘ That the rescission of ord. 64, 
ved of it which would not give rise to difference of opinion, tr. 4, 5, of the Rules of the ——- Court is desirable. 
¥ not ye Mr. Forp withdrew the amendment. Mr. Hasrie rose to order. only resolution that could be moved was 
The Prestpenr then put the resolution, ‘‘That this meeting approves | that of which notice had been given. i 
venient t fe“ the action of the Council in preparing and putting forward the Con-| The Prestpenr said that was so, but he did not wish to be too 
sols it was Mee "vancing Bill of 1896,’’ which was carried unanimously. technical. NAGA 
ght was is Mr. H. E. Grrsste (London) thought that the thanks of the meeting | Mr. Hastie persisting in his contention, é : 
sted with fae (ght to be given to the Council for the trouble they had taken in pre- | Mr. Griseiez moved the resolution as it stood : ‘‘ That the President, as 
be idle fae Pating the Bill. the representative of the solicitors on the Rule Committee, be requested 
ceded th The Presipent observed that that was involved in the resolution which | to move at the next meeting of the committee the rescission of ord. 64, rr. 





bad been passed with unanimity. 
ProcgEepincs AT THE ANNUAL Provinctat Meettnes. 

Mr. Thomas James Hooper (London) had given notice to ask what is 
the cost of and incidental to the printing of papers read at the provincial 
meeting, report of proceedings, postage to members, &c., and to move 
that same becdiscontinued. 

The Prestpgnt said he had received a letter from Mr. Hooper from 
which he gathered it was possible he would not be present. He might 
ty that the Council had received letters from other members of the 

















the teiety disapproving of the motion. 

h for te Mr, W. Swart (London), as an old friend of Mr. Hooper, wished to move 
the resolution, but 

¢ Prestpgnr said that, as Mr. Smail had not Mr. Hooper's request in 
ey to do so, the bye-laws would prevent his so —- But it might 
ould ae beinteresting to the meeting to have information which Mr. Hooper’s 
hat could question would have elicited had he been present. The cost of 
onside and publishing the proceedings of each meeting amounted to 






| He might mention that there were 7,000 members of the society, 
of course a great number were unable to attend the provincial 
hee ot and they would be kept from all knowledge of what had taken 
Place if the proceedings were not published. 








Notice or ANNUAL Ganerat Martina, 







mere Mr. Harvey Ouirron (London) gave notice of his intention to move a 
all lution at the next general meeting of the society in the nace | 
nell tame: “ That twenty-cight days’ direct notice be given to members o: 





the date of the annual general meeting of the society, that such notice 
ntain an intimation of the vacancies on the Council, and a notice that 
tions of members to fill such vacancies must be sent to the office 
society fourteen clear days before the date of the meeting, and that 
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resolution =. —— by a of 
meetings, and finally by a meeting 
advocating the abolition of the Long Vacation. Mr. Rawle 
wane 0 eee enh See provincial meeting 
away with the Long Vacation al . 

society so recently, he need not them by 

But he did not want to have these mere 

action should be taken in the matter. They knew that they 
them the dead weight of a very 
judges were not likely to wish to 


upon the subject as he would 1. 
gave the thing a push, it might be allowed to 
to were the rules under which pleadings were 
in the Long Vacation, and time did not ran in the Long Vacation 
did not think it needed any argument. He t 
which had been read, and every resolution which 

comprised a desire to get rid of these 
had occurred to Mr. Parker and to himself that the 
that it was stated that there was a 
tion, was to request the President 
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committee, it was impossible, and would be improper, for him to pledge 
himself as to any view upon the subject except to express what he thought 
right upon the committee. At the same time, they might hope that he 
would share the views expressed in this hall, and that he would be 
influenced by the views the members represented. Upon the subject of 
the Long Vacation, they must distinguish between what were practical 
politics and what were not. He was in favour of going a long way, but 
there would be very great resistance to the material curtailment of the 
Long Vacation on the part uf judges and the leaders of the bar. But he 
thought there would be very little resistance with regard to this question 
of time and pleadings, because the junior members of the bar would 
alone be interested in the matter, and they were, he thought, for the most 
part with the supporters of the resolution. What solicitors wanted to say 
was, in effect: ‘‘The Long Vacation shuts the courts; but do not in the 
Long Vacation prevent us from getting ready our causes for trial as soon 
as the Long Vacation is over.”’ 

Mr. T. Rawzz (London) seconded the amendment. 

Mr. Forp urged that the public were greatly concerned in getting rid 
of the Long Vacation, which worked the greatest injustice to suitors in 
the courts. He combated the notion that the judges and leading members 
of the bar would get no holidays. They would take care, if the Long 
Vacation were abolished, to get holidays in the future as in the past. 
The Long Vacation practically lasted from the 10th of August to about 
Christmas time. 

Mr. E. K. Buytx (London) urged that a resolution should be carried in 


some form, so that they, as the solicitor branch of the profession, should . 


push the reform forward in the public interest. They knew that the 
judges and the leading members of the bar would oppose it, but they 
would never get it carried, or the opinion of the public, unless they put it 
forward. 


Mr. Gussie suggested the amendment should run: ‘‘ That it is expe- 
dient that ord. 64, rr. 4 and 5, of the Rules of the Supreme Court be 
rescinded, and that the Council be requested, in such manner as they shall 
think best, to bring this resolution to the notice of the committee.’’ 

Mr. F. K. Parxex (London), who had returned to the hall, said that in 
framing the motion he had had no intention of treating the President as 
adelegate. The resolution, as amended, was substantially in the form he 
would have asked the meeting to accept had he been present. He had 
brought it forward because he understood that the rules were now under 
revision, and it seemed to him a proper time to agitate the question. He 
also brought it forward because it followed from the resolutions frequently 
passed—that passed at Liverpool, for instance—and also because Mr. 
Rawle, whose masterly paper was read at Liverpool, had not for some 
reason thought fit to move a resolution on the subject. Solicitors knew 
the growing discontent of their clients, and this delivery of pleadings and 
time for pleadings belonged to solicitors rather than to the bar. The 
members had committed themselves over and over again at various meet- 
ings with regard to the subject. It was involved in the resolution at the 
Norwich meeting; it was adopted at Liverpool; it was most strenuously 
urged by the President in his most eloquent and able address at that meet- 
ing: and he (Mr. Parker) thought it was a point on which the members 
were unanimous. He asked the members to express their concurrence in 
the request contained in the resolution, and to leave it to the Council to 
carry it out as they thought fit. 

Mr. W. Mzimorn Watters said Mr. Ford had used some strong 
language about the weak-kneed action of the Council, but they were not 
unanimous. Some people wanted more conviction. If they allowed the 
delivery of pleadings in the Vacation, they must have the lawyer at his 
post just as much as if the courte were sitting. The delivery of pleadings 
Was most important, and they would have an occasional qualm when away 
om their holidays if they thought they were out of the reach of the post, 
and some serious pleadings were being delivered of which they had no 

, and the mischief might be done. He could not separate this 
fgom the general question of the abolition of the Long Vacation 
altogether. tio long as they kept the Long Vacation they should keep it 
intact. His own en feeling was, let them keep what they had got ; 
shorten it if they liked. 

The ent was carried with three dissentiente. 

It was then adopted as 2 substantive resolution by a large majority as 
follows: *‘ That it is expedient that ord. 64, rr. 4, 5, should be rescinded, 
and that the Council be requested in such manner as they may think fit to 
bring the matter to the notice of the Rule Committee.” 


Leoat Procenvuuz, 

Mr. C. Foun moved, in accordance with notice: “That it be an 
instruction to the Council of the society to forthwith call the attention of 
her Majesty's Government to; the fact that, following the usual suspension 
of business during the Long Vacation, there was until about the middle 
of December 2 further serious suspension of business owing to the absence 
A judges from the BKoyal Courts; and the Council is further instructed 
% endiesvour to in future secure for suitors in the High Court the prompt 
end continuous sitting of the courte on the termination of the Long 
Vacetion.” He eaid the mischicl to come extent was caused by absence 
A ag on Areult, 

. Gusvein wermasA Uae motion lor the purpose of waying that it was 
2 very iseportant maticr, and one to which the Connell should give every 
attention, At the same time he seked Mr, Yor’ not w press the motion 
w 4 division. 

Mz. Wasrrzs thought that it wae efficient that attention had been 
CilieA to the matter, an marvel ty proceed / the next business, 

Mz, ¥ouw bs the meeting would not be # discourteous, We would 
Sather ohn Ar. Gritihe « w: m ani withdraw the motion. 

The Vewevers wt ue ts he nee not aseure Mz, Yord of his own 


——= 
personal interest in the question. His own views on the subject had hep 
often expressed. 

The motion was then withdrawn. 


ELECTION OF THE CoUNCIL. 


Mr. Sypney Morse (London) had given notice to move: “‘ That in t) 
opinion of this meeting it is desirable that at least one-third of the Coung 
should consist of solicitors—members of the society—who have been aj. 
mitted within the period of twenty-five years preceding any elec 
and that the necessary steps be taken to give effect to this rego. 
tion.” 

The Prestpent said he had received a letter from Mr. Morse to the effee 
that he would prefer to withdraw the motion, and put forward anothy 
resolution at a future meeting. Mr. Morse seemed to fear that someof ty 
existing members uf the Council might object to his motion. He (th, 
President) did not think that would be so; but this was a very serio 
proposition to make, because it would require the society to obtain a ney 
charter. At the present moment membership of the Council was open ty 
every member of the society, and if they were to restrict the election the, 
must be an alteration of the charter. However, as Mr. Morse wag ng 
present to move the resolution it fell to the ground. 

A vote of thanks to the President, moved by Mr. Samat and seconded by 
Mr. Hastrz, terminated the proceedings. 





WORCESTER AND WORCESTERSHIRE INCORPORATED 
LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of this society was held, at the Law Libra, 
Pierpoint-street, Worcester, on Wednesday, the 29th of January. Tr 
members present were : Messrs. A. J. Beauchamp (president), F. R. Jeffey 
(vice-president), E. A. Davis, F'. Corbett, 'T. Southall, T. G. Hyde, J.L 
Wood, W. T. Curtler, J. H. Yonge, A. E. Lord, W. P. Hughes, A. 4 
Maund, G. F. 8. Brown, R. A. Essex, J. Stallard, jun., S. M. Beale, 8.3, 
Garrard (hon. treasurer), and W. B. Hulme (hon. secretary). The annul 
report of the committee and the hon. treasurer’s accounts for the past yer 
were received and adopted, and the following officers of the society wer 
elected for the ensuing year, namely: President, Mr. A. J. Beauchamp; 
vice-president, Mr. F. R. Jeffrey; hon. treasurer, Mr. S. B. Garrani; 
and hon. secretary, Mr. W. B. Hulme. Messrs. T. Southall, F. Corbet, 
E. A. Davis, J. H. Yonge, and W. W. A. Tree were elected membenmd 
the committee, in addition to the officers of the society; and Mesn 
G. F. S. Brown and W. T. Curtler were appointed auditors. Mr.C.T.2 
Clarke, solicitor, was unanimously elected a member of the society. 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The present number of members is fifty-two, as against forty. 
eight last year. 

Land Transfer.—The Land Transfer Bill last Session passed the Housed 
Lords, and was read a second time in the House of Commons. It 
then referred to a Select Committee, who examined several membend 
our branch of the profession and others, but, owing to the dissolutiond 
Parliament, the Committee were unable to complete the evidence or 
make any report further than presenting the minutes of evidence so fara 
taken. Based on the evidence obtained, two Bills have been prepard, 
one at the instance of the Council of the Incorporated Law Society, al 
one by the president of such society, for simplifying the law of conve 
ancing, and it is understood that the first-named Bill, as last settledy 
Mr. Wolstenholme, will be promoted by the Council of the Incorporsld 
Law Society as an alternative measure to the Land Transfer Bill of t 
Government. The committee desire to acknowledge the services of & 
E. A. Davis in drawing up a report on the Bills, and in attending & 
meeting of the provincial societies in London to represent the views of ti 
society. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL, 
LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES, 

Law Srupents’ Devatinc Socrery.—Jan. 21.—Chairman, Mr. A 2 
Clarke. The subject for debate was: “That the receipt of remuneralia 
by any newspaper proprietor for criticism should, unless the rem 
is stated, be wt ae: e at law.’’ Mr. T’. Seager Berry opened im 
affirmative, Mr. Robert Leader opened in the negative. ‘Che follows 
members also spoke: Messrs. A. W. Watson, E. Cawley, OC. B. Monge 
A. M. White, G. E. D. Warmington, W. E, Singleton, and B. 0. Mi 
The motion was carried by four votes. 


Jan, 28,—Chairman, Mr. J. 8. Wilkinson. ‘The subject’ for debe 
was: ‘That the case of Trego v. Hunt (1895, 1 Oh. 462) was 
decided by the House of Lords.’”’ Mr. Te. H. Bower opened in & 
affirmative; Mr. U. Herbert Smith opened in the negative. ‘The fe 
ing members also spoke: Messrs. A. Dickson, Neville ‘Tebbutt, 6 
Gordon, It, Blagden, A. Hair, A. FE, Bell, H. Jones, R, Leader, & 
Clarke, D. Nimmo, ¥. G. Jones, W. E, Siugletoh, F. Mortimer, E. Cw 
ley, Hamilton Yox, The motion was lost by twelve votes. 


Feb, 4,—Ohairman, Mr. Cyril H. Pryor, Tho subject for debate 
“That this society approves of the action taken by the Govern 
the recent crisis in the Transvaal,” Mr, A. 0. F', Boulton opened it 
affirmative; Mr, H.M, Giveen opened in the negative, The fo 
members also spoke: Messrs, G, Melliar Smith, W. H. Davies, @ 
Daniell, G, W. Hussell, Neville Tebbutt, Gordon, W. 8. He 
A. &, Clarke, and ¥.G. Jones, ‘The motion was carried by 
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—— 


the 11th of February, is: ‘‘ That the case of Sadler v. Great Western Rail- 
_ way (1895, 2 Q. B. 688) was wrongly decided.’’ 








LEGAL NEWS. 
OBITUARY. 


Mr. Gzonce Parker Broper, Q.C., died on Saturday last. He had been 
conducting an arbitration case at the Assize Courts in Manchester on January 
9, and was going back to his hotel when he was knocked down and run over 
bya van. He returned to London, and after a few days’ rest resumed 
his professional work, but the effects of the accident began to manifest 
themselves, and he was compeiled to take to his bed at the beginning of 
last week, and died from internal injury. Mr. Bidder was the eldest son 
of Mr. Bidder, C.E., and was educated at King’s College School and at 
the Universities of Edinburgh and Cambridge, at the latter of which he 
graduated B.A. in 1858 as seventh wrangler. He was called to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in 1860, took silk in 1874, and shortly afterwards became a 
bencher of his inn. For several years he has represented the interests of 
the Midland Railway Co., the London, Brighton, and South Coast Railway 
0o., the Mersey Docks and Harbour Board, the Bute Docks Co., the North 
British Railway Co., and a large number of water companies. He was 
remarkable for his calculating powers, and, the Times says, could mentally 
multiply fifteen figures by fifteen figures, and perform with apparent ease 
many similar feats. He has also been very successful as a cryptographer, 
and published some years ago in one of the monthly nes what is 
perhaps the only attempt at a scientific method of analysis of ciphers. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


The Hon. Joun Avoustus pz Grey, barrister, has been appointed 
Recorder of Sudbury, in the place of Mr. W. Cockerell, deceased. 


His Honour Judge Marren, Q.C., has been appointed Chairman of the 
Board of Studies of the Council of Legal Education, in succession to Mr. 
Justice Mathew. 


Mr. Bucxn111, Q.C., M.P., has been elected Standing Counsel to the 
Lyi — of Physicians of London, in the place of Sir Arthur Watson, 
.C., retired. 


Mr. Tuomas Sproat, solicitor, of 5, Castle-street, Liverpool, and Rock | Tyesda 


Ferry, Cheshire, has been appointed Solicitor and Law Clerk to the Lower 
Bebington Urban District Council. Mr. Sproat, who is a member of the 
firm of Messrs. Wm. F. Morecroft & Co., of Liverpool, was admitted in 
January, 1887, and is a notary public and a commissioner for oaths. 


Mr. H. S. Baines, solicitor, of 27, Copthall-avenue, E.C., has been 
appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 





CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DIssoLvuTions. 

Tuomas Henry Bortron and Joun Hvurvgn Morr, solicitors (Bolton & 
Mote), 11, Gray’s-inn-square, London. Jan. 16. 

Atrrgsp James Reep and Howarp Kossutu Broomsr, solicitors (Reed & 
Bloomer), Grimsby. Dec. 31. (Gazette, Jan. 24. 

Cuartes Wituram Haron and Henry Watrer Nicuotson, solicitors 
(Haigh & Nicholson), Newark-on-Trent. Jan. 29. The said Henry 


Walter Nicholson will carry on the said business alone. 
(Gazette, Jan. 31. 





GENERAL, 


Mr. Justice Bruce was installed Worshipful Master of the Northern Bar 
e of Freemasons on Wednesday, in succession to Mr. 8. Hall, Q.C., 
Vice-Chancellor of the County Palatine. 


The City Press says that at the meeting of the London County Council 
next Tuesday the candidate who will be proposed by the Committee of 
Selection for election as the clerk will be the town clerk of Hull. 


_ Thursday, the 6th inst., being the first Thursday in the month, Court 
of Appeal II. had in their list a batch of appeals from the Chancery of 
the County Palatine of Lancaster. For the convenience of counsel who 
practise in the Palatine Court, a time for these appeals is fixed so that 
they may not be called up to London every time one case is ready. 
next day for Palatine appeals will be the Sth of March. 


Judgo Chalmers was entertained on Saturday at the Devonshire Club by 
some of his friends, in celebration of his appointment as Legal Member of 
the Council of India. ‘Those present included Mr. W. A, M‘Arthur, M.P., 

t. Brynmor Jones, Q.0,., M.P., Mr, Alfred Young (recorder of Glouces- 
ter), Mr. Morton Brown (recorder of Tewkesbury), Mr. Gwynne James 
(recorder of Hereford), Mr, Charles B, Shaw, Mr. Paul Taylor, Mr, Wil- 
liam Vivian, and Mr, Arnold White. 


Pe Daily Telegraph says that an Irish member of Parliament attended 
- inaugural dinner of the St. Thomas, Charterhouse, Old Boys’ Club, in 

© Duke's Saloon of the Holborn Restaurant, on oe 4 and in the 
Hourep of the evening was called on to deliver a apeech, ® commenced 


yey ey py 
Then there was some Taigtiter, nad the hen. : one of 


lions of the evening. 








Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranfield’s 564th Periodical Sale, at the Mart, 
Tokenhouse-yard, on Thursday last, comprised 21 lots of Reversions and 
Life Policies, all of which (except 5 lots) were sold as follow :—Reversion 
to one-fifth of about £7,500, life 68, sold £930; Reversion to one-third of 
£4,892 Consols, life 67, £1,065; Reversion to one-fifth of about £11,780, 
life 76, £1,400; Reversions to two-fifths of £1,177 Consols, life 77, £320; 
Reversion to one-fourth (less £1,000) of about £28,000, life 53, £2,580 ; 
Reversion to one-seventh of £2,480 Consols, and Life Interest in £16 10s. 
per annum, £325; Life Interests in £30 and £21 annum, lives 31 and 
25, £600; Reversion to £400, life 53, £180; Life Interest of £102 14s. per 
annum, life 35, £1,310; Life Interest of about £182 per annum, life 65, 
£1,000 ; Life Policy for £500 in National Provident, age 57, £190; ditto 
for £800 in Economic, age 71, £850; ditto for £1,500 in Pelican, age 65, 
£1,025 ; ditto for £1,000 in Imperial, age 56, £215; ditto for £1,000 in. 
Li 1 and London and Globe, age 66, £685. Shares in the Guardian 
Fire and Life Assurance Co. were sold S ee ee ee 
£10 5s. per share, and £120 19s. Stock in the Royal Exchange Assurance 

ration realized £410. An auxiliary Reversion and Policy Sale will 
be held at the Mart on Wednesday, February 19th. 








COURT PAPERS. 


SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 
Rora or Recisrzans rm Artreypaxce oF 


Date Appzat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
r. No. 2. Currrr. Norra. 
Monday, Feb. 10 Mr. Leach Mr. Rolt Mr. Carrington 
MITE. cixucovensvveceneacouces ll Godfrey Parmer Lavie 
Wednesday 12 Leach Bolt = pega 
F Godfrey Parmer vie 
i Leach Roalt t 
Farmer Lavie 
b 3 Mr. Justice 
Roms. 
Mr. Jackson 
Clowes 
Jackwon 
Clowes 
Jackson 
Clowes 








Wakrninc To InrENDING Hovss Pcrcuasxrs anp Lesssss.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary ts thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary ing Co. (Carter Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guimeas ; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—{Aovr-] 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 
Lenden Gazette—Fuipar, Jan. 31. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liurrep rmx Caaycerr. 

Bavunswick Co Srrxyrve Laurren—Peta for wi 
inccted to be heead cor Weremiag Heb in Henin & nS 


George H. Robinson, Church lane, 
must reach Hamlin & 9, Pleet st, not 


East Mvscutson Gown Mixuve Co, Lorrrep—Crediters are 
March 14, to send their names addresses, and the 
claims, to Charles ph + 2% --- UR ew Broad st. 
Thompson, st, solors for 

Grocers’ Associatros, Laarrep or 

names a and 

Everett, 13, King William st, B.C, Bilis 

Reais Co, Lomrao—Creditors are required, 
and addreases, and the particulars 

19, Basinghall st. Baker & Qa, Lincoln's inn fields, solers for the 

Courry Panarixs or Lawcast ss. 


Lawrrep rx Caaroaay,. 


Loxariaiy Corrox Srixxtve Cg, Laxrten—By an order made by the court, 


it was ordered that the winding up of the above company be 
petners 


Wrigley & Co, Oldham, solore for 
Leadvn Gazette. —Treeapay, Ped. 4. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Laurreo mw Cxarvomar,. 


Rasy Morcnison Gon Mixtxe Og, Taarra—Qrediters are required, b= we 
14, to send their names. and etrene, oat ay of their 
ay eS —teaherggnpretien ete ttenss gen 
ow an 
FB. Roswer & Og Laacrap ‘Naa (or wanting wr yevsantel Fed 1, Seratnd & by . 
Y 


f 
1 
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With the sentence ; ‘Gentlemen, I waa not at sure that I should be 
able to respond to the kind invitation to be prerent at your dinner, and 


+e | 
Maxoursras Parveexe ann Poenrtaece Og, Tawreee (08 
Peaoamiae Oy Lawreae are ee 
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Merraoranina gS | 
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Sournerx Ge_pexnuis, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 20, to send 
their names and and particulars of their debts or claims, to Jasper Foster, 6, 
Gt St Helen’s. Birchalls, 85, Gracechurch st, solors to liquidator 


Unsuinprep 1x CHANCERY. 
West Bowiixe Move. Buripixe Socizty— Creditors are rey on or before Feb 29, to- 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars their debts, to Barraclo ~~ - 
Hindle, 222, Bowling Old lane, Bradford. Beldon & Ackroyd, Bradford, solors for 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
Desrorp New Frienpty Society, Blue Bell Inn, Desford, near Leicester. Jan 29 
Liverroot Frrenpiy Society or Operative Piasterers’ Lasovrers, Queen Anne 
Hotel, %, Soho st, Liverpool. Jan 29 
Lora Traraicar Society oF THE Ancient Onper or Devips, Barleymow Inn, Monnow 
st, Monmouth. Jan 29 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 14. 
Baretey, Ratrn Bowen, it, Manchester, Merchant Feb 14 Murgatroyd v 
Brierley, Registrar, Linnell, Manchester 
Burt, Tomas, Church st, Soho, Licensed Victualler Febi14 Taylor, Walker, & Cov 

. 3 Heron, Lawrence lane, Cheapside 
Gow, Wriu1am Tomas, Liverpool, Builder Feb 15 Glover v Glover, Registrar, 


Owen, a 
. Linen Draper Feb15 Longhurst v Longhurst, 


Loyeuvurst, Heyry, Ch 
hill, Gent Feb10 Caledonian and 


erteey, 
orth,J Braikenridge, Dent's bldgs 
Pvtrorp, Hexzy Dovexrrtor, Fy erm ae Notting 

Australian Mortgage and Agency Co v Chaplin, Chitty, J Peckham, Lincoln’s inn 
London Gazette.—Faipax, Jan. 17. 


Arxsworrts, Tuomas, Blackburn, Lancaster, ro Feb 29. Ainsworth v Sanderson, 
and Cockcroft v Sanderson, Kekewich, J. Ainsworth & Co, Blackburn 

Burros, Gzorce, Burton-on-Trent, Solicitor. Feb 29. Lioyds Bank v Burton, Keke- 
wich, J. Brewer, South sq, Gray’s inn 


London Gazette—Tvuxspay, Jan. 21. 
Frexce, Manis, Boulogne-sur-Mer. Feb 19. French v Butler, North, J. Bridgman, 
College hill 


: London Gazette.—Fripay, Jan. 24. 
Luoyrp, Taomas, Tredegar, Mon, Bootmaker Feb1& Rees v Rees, Thitty, J Dauncey 


Sayvezz, Tuomas, Seaford, Sussex Feb 18 Roberton v Sayer, Kekewich, J Hillman, 


London Gazette.—Tvurspay, Feb. 28. 


Reavz, Hexzy, Compton Beauchamp, Berks, Farmer March5 Reade v Reade, North, 
J Crowdy & Son, Faringdon 


London Gazette.—Fuipar, Jan. 31. 
Kates, Witi1am, Kew Bridge rd, Brentford, Gent Feb 25 Wiggins v Kates, North, J 
Essex st, Strand 
Law, ee Crowland, Lincs, Farmer Feb20 Maxwell v Law, Chitty,J Wade, 
Rexper, Atrrep Josers, Sunderland, Timber Merchant Feb 20 Gibbon v Render, 
Kekewich, J Ellis, Cullum st 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cratm. 
London Gazette.—Trurspay, Jan. 21. 

Bastocx, Tuomas, Stafford, J P, Railway Agent March 1 Whitehouse, Wolverhampton 
Beamat1, Jzzemisn Seer, Denton, Lancs, Gent Feb 29 Eaton, Ashton under Lyne 
Bouree., Evizasetu, Manchester March 10 Ashworth & Inman, Manchester 
Corriscuam, Hexer, Rev, Heath Vicarage, Derby March 15 Pope, Devereuact, Temple 
‘Ta2asTeR, Joux, Northumbrid, Esq Marchi Dees & Thompson, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Craster, Cuanvorre Pritemxe, Northumbrid March1 Dees & Thompson, Newcastle 


upon Tyne , : 
Crowruer, Joszeru, Bacup, Lancs, Auctioneer Jan 29 Wright, Bacup 
Dive, Hexzy Astox, Weymouth Feb1 Bedford & Co, Gt Tower st 
Dover, Joszru, Bolton Feb15 Ritson, Bolton 
Dvzast, Mazcvs, | a yp Derbys, Licensed Victualler Feb15 J & WJ Drewry 


Burton on 
Pasetzr, Joux Datzier, Whalley Range, nr Manchester, Merchant Feb 29 Doyle & 
Manchester ant 


Fazzes, Avrezp Wri.1am, Cambridge, Printeeller Feb 15 Symonds, Cambridge 
Gress, Exiza, Cork Feb 16 Dimond & Son, Wimpole st 

Guast, Atexaxver, Bedford, Draper Mar25 Stretton & Aysom, Leicester 
Howoerrn, Jauzs, Preston, Lancs, China Merchant March2 W & R Ascroft, Preston 
Igwix, Eros, Southses, Hante March7 Cousins & Burbidge, Portemouth 

Issorr, Eowaxzp, Chorlton upon Medlock, Brewer March 2 Tucker & Co, Manchester 
Joux, Wi111am, Lianstadwell, Pembroke March 2 Tucker & Co, Manchester 
Lavaep, Cusnies Cirmext, Bath March 2 Simmons & Co, Bath 

Mover, Wit11am, Sunderland, Agent Feb 20 William Bell & Sons, Sunderland 
Patrerr, Joux, Sulhampstesd, Berks Feb25 Beale & Martin, Reading 

Pavw, Javurra, Garbwal, India Feb 29 Drake & Co, Rood In 

Pos, Gee Benger, oon ad B, The Bt Hon, Drayton Manor,Tamworth Mar4 Fresh- 


Pico, Joseru, Rotherhithe, Surrey, Engineer Feb2s Sewell, Carlisle 

Porrietos, Jaurs, Walsall, Stafford, Bridie Cutters Feb 2% Hall, Walsall 

Ramsay, Daviv, Hoylake, Chester, Merchant Feb2o Hill & Co, Liverpuol 

Reap, Exvszaperu Avx, Gt Grimsby Feb 29 Laverack & Son, Hull 

Roserts, Janz, Lianiestyn, Carnarvon Feb 2 Robyns-Owen, Pwilheli 

Boss, Acuns, Newcastle on Tyne March 2 Maughan & Hall, Newcastle 

Szsvonrn, Joseru, Rutland st, Hampstead rd March 2 Tidy & Tidy, Sackville st, W 
Bbuownns, Cuseres Leount, Travellers’ Club, Pall Mall, General April 15 Kent, Lin- 


's inn fidlAs, 
ims, Gupwex, Beading, Eating house Keeper March? Beale & Martin, Reading 





—_ 
Saitu, Joun, Westbourne terrace, Hyde Pk, Esq March 4 Taylor & Co, Field Court, 


ray’s 
Srewart, Henry SweetinG, Taunton, Somerset, Gent Feb 25 Newman & Co, Yeoyil 
Tarr, b heme “J Newcastle upon Tyne, Flour Merchant March 2 Maughan & Hall, 


Westerman, Anne, Derby March 31 Stone, Derby 
Wuirtine, Cuares, Uphill, Somerset Feb1 Whitting, Weston super Mare 
London Gaszette.—Frivay, Jan. 24. 
AuuryyE, Most Hon. Witt1am, Marquess of Exeter, Stamford, Northampton March? 
Walfords, Piccadill 


a y ‘ 
AprLecaTs, Epwin, West Green rd, South Tottenham, Pharmaceutical Chemist Feb a 


ng, Chancery In 

Anmereowes Teutined Gar, Brampton, Huntingdon, Farmer Feb 24 Hunnybung 
So. untingdon 

Baxer, Ex.eyx, Cambridge avenue, Kilburn March 31 Blachford & Co, Walbrook 


Baume, Joseru, Halifax, Gent Feb 29 Tunnicliffe & Co, Bradford 

Bewnsvusay, Carouine, Kensington grdnssq Feb24 Lindo & Co, West st, Finsbury circus 
BLAcKsHAW, Joun, Denton, Lancs, Assistant Overseer Feb 29 Lake & New, Stockport 
Biytu, Joserx, Gt Yarmouth, Master Mariner April 23 Clowes, Gt Yarmouth 


BrassixetTon, Jouy, Sutton on the Hill, Derbyshire, Farmer March 25 Holland & 
Rigby, Ashborne 
Bueer, JOuN Upat, Ashford, Kent, J P March 31 Hall, Folkestone 


Cuartton, EvizasBetn, Alnwick, Northumbrid Feb10 Middlemas, Alnwick 

Cotiis, Wi1ti14m, Shadoxhurst, Kent, Farmer Feb 9 Hallett, & Co, Ashford 

Coox, Joun, Colyton, Devon, Gent Feb19 Jefferies, Bristol 

Benson, tagere, Newcastle upon Tyne, Leather Dresser March 1 Mather & Co, New. 


e upon Tyne 
Dossox, .- oe Newcastle upon Tyne March1 Mather & Co, Newcastle upon 


DoLuineG, evens, Petherton rd, Highbury Feb 29 Mott & Co, Bedford row 
Forts, Witu1am, Ashford, Kent,Clerk March 16 Norwood, Ashford 
Gopo.paiy, the Most Noble Gzorce, Duke of Leeds, Bedale, York March 25 


, Temple , Temple 
Gowan, Cuares Ceci, Bridgwater, Esq March 1 
is 


field 

Gray, Amos (Sen), North Gosforth, nr Newcastle upon Tyne, Contractor March 1 Jod 
& ms, Ne’ e upon Tyne 

Green, THomas THoRNTOoN, Poultry, Surveyor Feb 29 Godwin & Edwards, Eldon st 


Hagagis, Henry Marmapvuxe, Plymouth, Painter March 5 Wilson & Loye, Plymouth 
Mavequeen, Cusanae, Tyne Docks, South Shields, Engineer Feb 21 Hannay, South 


Jacoms, AnNoLp, Mount st, Grosvenor sq Feb 29 Clarke & Co, Gresham house 


JAMES, Francis, Edgworth Manor, nr Cirencester, Esq March 1 Fairfoot & Co, 
ement’s inn WC 
Kiuick, Staxrorp, Petworth, Sussex,Gent Feb 29 Brydone & Pitfield, Petworth 


Lake, Witu14M, Barking, Essex, Rate Collector Feb 29 Preston, Stratford 

Marsu, Jouy, Shrewsbury, Salop, Provision Dealer Feb 29 Stevens, Shrewsbury 

a + poe Belgrave st, Electrical Engineer March 14 Trinder & Capron, 

Pace, Witiram, Colchester, Essex, Farmer March 6 Goody & Son, Colchester 

Po.tock, Frank, Brighton Feb 29 Smith & Co, Finsbury cres 

on ~~ James, Salisbury, Wilts, Land Agent Feb 22 Fulton & Pye-Smith, Salis 
ur: 


Loweé 


Hores & Pattisson, Lincoln’s ing 


zy 
—- Wituiam, Weston super Mare, Gent Mar 25 Rogers Ford, Weston super 


Rosiz, li Bedford, Gent Feb13 Sharman & Trethewy, Bedford 
Rosz, Sanan Any, Heigham, Norwich Feb 28 Wilson Gilbert, Norwich 
Roya, Dawig., Heigham, Norwich, Gent Feb28 ‘Wilson Gilbert, Norwich 
Stones, Saran, Manchester Feb8 L & W Wilkinson, Blackburn 
Turovup, Aprauam, Leeds, Butcher Feb6 Tempest, Leeds 

Trirr, CuanLes Daniet, St George, Glos, Licensed Victualler Feb 13 


Wait, J ao Watxen, Worcs, Miner’s Agent Feb 24 Pearson, Birmingham 
Warsow, Janz, Newcastle upon Tyne March1 Joel & Parsons, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Wuiresive, Joux, Freckleton, Lancs, Farmer Feb 28 Dickson, Kirkham 

Wituis, Erneaim, Northampton, Licensed Victualler Feb 29 Parker, Wellingborough 


Wiens. Wiirau Joun Parvor, Birches, Albrighton, Salop, Gent Feb29 Willcock& 


Taylor, Wolverhampton 
Wry. ~~ aia Sagan, Jarrard st, Lewisham March 1 Punter, New Broal # 


Gregory & Co 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Jan. 28. 
Appison, Evizaceru, Ilfracombe FebS Gem & Co, Birmingham 
Biytu, Joseru, Gt Yarmouth, Master Mariner April 23 Clowes, Gt Yarmcuth 
Bonz, Jou, Chapel st, Stratford, Horse Dealer Feb 28 Martin & Co, King st 
Brouncxer, Hewny Francis, Dorset, Esq March1 Bird & Co, Gray’sinn sq 
Catian, James, Cheadle, Chester,Gent March1 Roper & Co, Manchester 
Cocxrniti, Estruer, Lincoln March 2 Toynbee & Co, Lincoln 


Cow.isuaw, Joux Yuomans, Sheffield, Pearl Merchant March 25 Broomhead & (0, 


eld 
Davuexey, Witisam Heavonp, Gt Grimsby April 2i Daubney & Bates, Gt Grimsby 
Dorper, Harutxt, Horfield, Bristol Jan31 Murly, Bristol 
Evens, Wetiesvey, and Resecca Exems, St Leonard’s sq, Kentish Town Feb15 Taye 
lor & — New Broad st, : 
bear ania, Albion rd, Wandsworth Feb 21 8S M@ & J B Benson, Clement's 
Sicoumn Tnomas, Bath, Esq Feb 22 Ames & Son, Frome 
Hionam, Wii11am Hewry, Bournemouth Mar14 Smith & Lefroy, Bournemouth 
Homes, Eusiy, Riverdale, Alfriston, Sussex Feb 24 Hillman & Hunter, Eastbourne 
Jervrunys, Annx, 8t Mary’srd,Ealing Feb 25 Draper, Vincent aq 
Lov, Joux, Wath upon Dearne, Yorks, Farmer Feb 26 Parker & Co, Rotherham 
May, Geonciana Manion, Albert Hall mansions, Kensington Feb 22 Hopgoods & 
Do tehall place 


wron, p 
McLetcay, Ervonona Ann, Beckenham, Kent March 2) Radcliffe & Co, Craven st 


Mitt.warens, Jane, Devizes, Wilts March14 Meek & Co, Devizes 


Mirvoxv, Joun Puitir Osvarvewrox, Mitford, Northumbrid, Lieut Col 


March7 @& 
F Brumell, Morpeth 








Feb. 8, 
——~ 
Mossman, 8 a 


Napa Loa 
hall st 

PBK, Mary A: 

peusenTos, W: 


RoseRts, Sans 
CROFT, Ha 
Rowe oN ‘Man 
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L0% 


’ 
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<<" Tre 
WARD, 4, 
an) Git 
B, GEORG 
Bue, Jan 2 
y, HENE 
Ber ah 
wx, WILL 
_— Pet 
NLOW, 
seat oe 'P 
BO al 
Busu, JOHN, 
Jan -, 
APPLE, JO! 
Cu. rie 
Couiatt, Fr. 
keeper ] 
ME LUI 
” Court E 
CauurTon, € 
han 
Dawes, Arc 
Drewry, J 
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Jan 27 
Euuis, Dan 
Pet Jan 
EsGeHAvUsE? 
Travelle 
FAayENBLOO} 
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Hastin: 
FLerscHHEU 
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23 On 
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Newroyx, 
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Parrcuar 
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turer 
Quick, F 
ter | 
Ranwuwa 


Simrson, 
¥K 








If 96. 
-———== 
field Court, 
Py Yeovil 
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March 2 
it Feba: 
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Morrmess, § Samve. Ancuer, Martyr Worthy, Southampton, Farmer Feb 29 Clarke & | Syowsatt, Witt1am, Newcastle upon Tyne, Gent March1 Gibson, Newcastle upon 


Winchester 
NapavLD, See ADOABET Catuegixe, Norfolk rd, Dalston March9 G & F East, Basing- | Sranuey, Tuomas, Angelrow, Edmonton, Veterinary Surgeon March24 Leslie & Co 


Pask, Many Ayn, Lincoln Feb 28 Tweed & Co, Lincoln 


PeuserTON, WALTER Scorr, Wolverhampton, Gent FebS Gem & Co, Birmingham 
x, Roper 1 van, Romford, Essex, Shipbroker’s Clerk Feb 29 Lea, Old Jewry | | 


April 1 


PIS: ombrs 
Rares, the per ( aRLes ALrrep, Newcastle upon Tyne 


poste, Sane Ayy, Lincoln, Innkeeper March 2 Toynbee & Co, Lincoln 
ton, Manchester, Machine Fitter March7 Bowden & Widdow- | Ween, Sees Tuomas Wepewoop, Ludlow, Salop, Esq March 10 Cooper & Co, 


RowcrorT, Harry, New 


Srusss, Exiza, ai, Northumbrid March2 Brett, Morpeth 
| bale fo Curistopues, Everton, Liverpool, Rate Collector March6 Snowball & Co, 
iverpool 


Wa rers, Tuomas, Huntspill, Somerset, Telegraph Inspector Feb 25 Board, Burnham 


Tate & Co, Scar- 
Westox, Henry (Jun), Leicester, Boot Manufacturer Feb 24 Burgess & Dexter, 








so, Manchester 
| Winprep, Aurrep, Lorrimore rd, Kennington Pk, Grocer’s | TayLor, James, Fulham, a Merchant Feb 13 at 11 
gitug teed et W anny a a see a eal ll, | T. = Shoe hog Draper Feb7 at 12 Off 
i —. ° - 31. FORD, . BD, we) AYLOR, ee eb7 
London Gazette—Fripay, Jan | ‘OODFORD.  SANUE Homas Woopro a = <p 


RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Axustronc, Witi1am, Longton, my =f Builder Stoke | 


Nottin; ttingham Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 


Turxer, Rosert, Molting nr Bury, Lancs FebiOat3 16, 
Wood st, Bolton 


as. VINALL, JONATHAN, ma tm Leonards on Sea, Grocer Feb 10 at 


upon Trent Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan | A 
’ h RCHER, Frank, Scarborough, Eating house Keeper Feb 1 Young & Son, Bank bidgs, Hastings 
= a Oed ‘jen 8 ecapeageaupated ii epnhgegicn: 12 at 11.30 ’ Off Rec, 74, Newborough st, Scarborough Wa ker, Taomas Dawsox, L Sexpool, Comedian Feb 11 
Baice, GEORGE, Retehem, | Kent, Clay Merchant Rochester Auusrnoso, Joux, Wolverhampton, Grocer Feb 10 at 11 | at12 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 28 Off Rec, Wolverhampton | Warp, Bt Poplar, Undertaber Fed 12atil Bank- 
Brows, Husky, Derby, Game Dealer Derby Pet Jan 27 a Georaz, North Shields, Northumbrid, Iron- ruptey bl 
Ord Jan founder Feb 12 at 11.30 Off Rec, Mosley chmbrs, | Wenster, WitLiam al Scarborough, Painter Feéb 11 
Browx, Wuasen Hewry, Swansea, Manufacturer Swan- | Ley | st, Newcastle ve he at 11.30 Off Ree, 74, Newborough st, Searborough 
sca’ Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 Tint tatintinnees 
Ne Td Jon genes butts High | Barres, Ve ee Westentacter, Gent Feb 7 . on it AD. esis oe Tm “— 
RTON. | ll y bldgs, Carey AILLIE, v Tuomas Geore«, ings e. Leo- 
Bae ee Sutera 08 B a ROR, Saee — ae Freperick, Worcester, Cashier Feb 8 at minster Pet Nov 18 Jan 
Off Worcester —- -; ALFRED, and Ropear yo ll Meptyvorr, Stan- 


Busu, Jouy, Bath, Solicitor Bath Pet Jan 13 Ord 
Jan 29 

Cuarp.e, Joun Torrinoton, Gresham st, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 

Coututr, Frank Henry, Whitehill, Bradford, Wilts, Inn- 
keeper Bath Pet Jan 25 Ord Jan 25 

Comer, Eris, Holywell st, Strand, Bath Proprietor High 

Court Pet Jan 18 Jan 28 

Cauuprox, GeorGe, Aston, nr Birmingham, Grocer Bir- 
mingham Pet Jan28 Ord Jan 28 

Dawes, Ancursatp Bensamin, Carmarthen, Confectioner | 
Carmarthen Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 

Deewry, Janez, and Josern Cuirrox Drewry, Gt | 
Grimsby, Iron Merchants Gt Grimsby Pet Jan 27 Ord 


Jan 27 
E.uis, Dax, Woodmancote, Glos, Farmer Cheltenham 


Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 é 
Excenausen, Freperick Wattee, Leeds, Commercial | 
veller Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan w7 
Fayexsioom, Sotomon, Merthyr bd — Clothier | 
yr Tydfil Pet Jan 28 Ord J 
Fiexp, covet Woopearts, St oes on Sea, Grocer 
Hastings Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
Freiscunever, Anton, Fulham High Court Pet Jan 28 
Ord Jan 28 
Gisss, Freperick wn —— - gham, Baker Birming- 
Pet Jan 28 Ord J: 
Haxpvy, Wiuuiam, Rochdale, L ol Contractor Rochdale 
Pet Jan14 Ord Jan 28 
Harris, Josuua, Worcester, Butcher Worcester Pet Jan 
28 Ord Jan 28 
Hit, Harry, Scarborough, Hairdresser Scarborough Pet 
Jan 28 Ord Jan 29 
Hitt, Wiitram ALBERT, ey pan, Upholsterer Wind- 
sor Pet Dec17 Ord Jan 
Jenkins, Davin, Swansea, a 
29 Ord Jan 29 
Joxes, Broruers, Birmingham, ne Furnishers Bir- 
mingham Pet Jani10 Ord Jan2 
Marcus, M, West — Tailor’s c utter High Court 
- Pet Jan 6 Ord Jan 2 
Ayes, Henry Joun, Exnin 2 a, Carpenter Cam- 
bridge Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 2% 
Me.tor, Henry, Ashover, nr Chesterfield, Joiner Derby 
Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 
Miroue.i, Josera Héyry, and Eowarv Cottier, St Pauls | 
aa yd, Tailors High Court Pet Jan2s Ord Jan 





Swansea Pet Jan 


News ron, Gzorce WILLIAM, Monkwearmouth, Sunderland, 
Grocer Sunderland Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 24 


Parrcuarp, Dive, Llan deusant, Carmarthenshire, Timber 
Haulier Carmarthen Pet Jan 21 Ord Jan 21 

Puan, Serrimus Lewis, Porthcawl, Glam, Milkseller Car- 

3 ditt Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 25 

Purvy, Henry, Long Eaton, Derbyshire, * oe Manufac- | 
turer Derby Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 2 | 

Quick, Frepericx, New Brompton, Kent, ee Roches- 
ter Pet Jan27 Ord Jan 27 

Ranvuva, Henry, St Mildred’s ct, Wine Merchant High 
Court Pet Jan 10 Ord Jan 29 


Sitrsoy, Gzorak Wixinsoy, Bridlington Qua , Yorks, 
Forme aly Grocer Scarborough Pot Jan "7 Ord 
& 

Suirn, Atraep, Birkdale, Lancs Liverpool Pet Jan 28 
Ord Jan 28 

karr, Josern, Upton on Severn, Worcestershire. Tailor 

orcester Pet Jan28 Ord Jan 28 

Tu uzun, Rosser, Hollins, Lancs Bolton Pet Dec 20 Ord | 

Variey, Winuian Srerueysox, Old st, St Luke's, EC 
Licensed Victualler High Court Pet Jan 2° Ord 





45, st, 
me. 4, JouN Guonos, To Torquay, Carpenter Off Rec, 


Borromuey, Cuartes Epwix, Middlesborough, Grocer 


; = oy ae High Couct Pet Dee 3 Ord 

‘an 25 

Beyrus, Wares, vateee st, Westminster High Court 
Pet Dec 28 Ord Jan 


| Baice, Gzorce, Rainham, K Kent, Clay Merchaut Rochester 


‘ord circus, Exeter 





Feb 12 at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 


Brapsury, James Ropert, and Ropert James Brapsury, 
Macclesfield, Ches, Silk Manufacturers Feb 7 at 12/ Pet Jan zs Ord Jan 2s 
Off Rec, = Fe mang oe Macclestield Brows, Heyry, Derby, Game Dealer Derby Pet Jan 27 
Brice, Grorce, Rai Kent, Clay Merchant Feb 10| Ord Jan 27 
| Bryas, James, and Water Biyay, G rd, Ber- 


at 11.15 Off Ree, 9 King st, Maidstone 
Brown, ry Desby, ng “Dealer 
Semel ty ris, 80 ~ aed Gardener Feb 13 at 12 
ff > Boston 
Ca.cutt, H G, 
CopeLanp, Jouy, Warrii 


Cow oe WILLIAM — St Leo: 
Victualler 


Myer, Roserr, | —_ 5 





| 








»SE HighVourt Pet Nov 2s Uni Jan 25 
| Cans, Rogeer Henay, , Lanes, Pianoforte 
Pet Dec 30 Ord Jan 2B 
| Cuaprte, Jony Turemseros, Gresham Ae, EC, Solicitor 
usical Dealer Feb 7 at 11 High Court Pet Jan29 Ord Jau 
| Couuerr, Fraxxk Hewry, pases, “Wilts, Innkeeper 
‘arrington, Working Joiner | Bath Jan 25 Jan2 
pce teeny A Manchester Crumptros, George, Aston, ar Uirmiaghs7, Grocer Bir- 
on Sea Licensed | min: Pet Jan 3 Ord Jan 28 
Feb 17 at 12 Young & Sons, Bank bldgs, | Daw#s, AncatpaLp Bexsamix, Carmarthen, Confectioner 
Carmarthen Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 27 


MaartTIy, 
Newcastle on Tyne Pet DecS Urd Jan 2 


Feb 7 at12 Off | 
Rec, 40, 


Off | 


9 Sey row, 


Feb7 at 3 Ogden’ 


ings 
Davies, ee St Clears, Carmarthenshire, Grocer Dempsey, 


Feb 8 at 11.30 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen | Dealer 


| Day, ted ANDREW, Newport, Mon, Confectioner Feb | Drewry, Japez, and Jussru Currox Daeway, Gt 
Sang 11 Off Rec, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport, py ge Merchants Gi Gnumsby Pet Jan 27 
| an 
Duenty, Lewis, Cardiff, Grocer Feb ll ati11 Off Rec, 29 | | Euuis, Day, Woodmancote, Glos, Farmer Cheltenham 
Qi st, Cardiff Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 29 


Freperice Waren, Leeds, Commercial 
Leeds 


ueen 
Drake, Tuomas, Middlesborough, Saddler Feb 12 at 3 | | Excuuavses, 
Off borough Traveller Pet Jan zz rd Jan 27 


Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middles : 

Epmunps, JAMEs, Griftithstown, nr Newport, Mon, Grocer | FavExsioow, Sotomos, Merth>r Vale, Giam, Clothier 
Feb 10 at 11:30 Off Ree, Gloucester bank chmbers, erthyr Tydfil Pet Jan 28 O.d Jan 3 

Ne Mon | Fisip, Samus. Woopears, St L-onards oa S.a, Grocer 


wport 
Frevper, Tuomas, Bexhill, ean Farmer Feb 17 at 12.30 Hastings Pet Jan 29 Ord Jaa 2) 
, Bank bl Hasti' 


Young , + 
FLEerTcHer, wy ‘Castleford, Yorks, Painter Feb7 at 11 Court Pet Jan 2s Ord Jan w 
Off Bond ter, Waketield it, 


High 
Freemas, Lp Reading, Baker Reading Pet Dee 20 

Harris, deh 1s Preston, Stokeinteignh Devonshire Ord Jan 
Butcher Feb 13 at 11 Off Rec, 13, Bedford cireus, | “omrzae Jon Davip, Clerkenwell, Provision Dealer 


Exeter High Pet Jan 17 —_< Jan 23 
ina Harry, Scarborough, Hairdresser Feb 13 at 11.30 | Farnts, Josuva, Worcester, Bu:cher Worcester Pet 
ff Rec, 74, Howborongh st, Scarborough 23 


Ord Jan 3 
mn GeorGr, Ka Durham, Commercial | Hitt, Hargy, Scarborough, Hairdressor Scarborough Pet 
Traveller Feb 12 at 3 Ree, 8, Albert rd, Middles- Jan29 Ord Jan 2 


borough Keur Watca, Witiiam, Gresham st, Sulicitor High Court 
Jones, Daviv, Whitland, Carmarthenshire, Merchant Feb 


Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 29 

Satil Off Reo, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen Larrirrs, Pavi Ovox, Leeds, Civil Eagineer High Court 
Ktyson, Jomy, eel. Derbyshire, Victualler Feb 8 at Pet Nov8 Ord Jan 29 

11.45 Midland H Station st, Burton on Trent Lams, Dawist, Bristol, Confectioner Bristol Pet Jan 10 
Lawrence, Grorer, Bils _— Licensed Victualler Ord Jan 23 

Feb 10 at 11.30 Off Rec, Wolverhampton | Macxivross, Louts Atexayxpen, Belford, Builder Bed- 
Mureert, Grorce, Blackwater, Southampton, Builder | ford PetJan4 Ura Jan 2 

Feb 10 at 12.30 24, Railway app, London bridge Mankux, Mary Suzassra, Whitby, Boot Dealer Stock- 

nonkeeper Feb7at2 Off Ree ton on Tees Jan l4 Ord Jan 2 


36, st, Masos, Joux, Hinckley, Leics, Hoswery Manufacturer 
O’Nen, Tuomas, Cardiff, Greengrocer Feb 11 at 11.30 Off Leicester 


FLeiscnugvsr, Axtox, Fulham, Puolic House Manager 


Pet Dee 31 Ord Jan 28 
p ease, Carpenter Cam- 


, 29, Queen Mayes, Hever Jouy, E 
Osporyg, Tsaac, Bromfield, Cumbrid, pais, lanherper Feb li at Pet Jan 2 Ord 
12 Off Rec, 29, Lowther st, Carlisl Me.ior, Hesry, Ashover, ar “Chesterfield, Joiner Derby 
Owen, Joun Monaan, Pontycymmer, Glam, Outfitter Feb | Pet Jan Ord Jan w 
loatil Off Rec, 29, Queen st, Cardiff Mumusary, Atesrr Howasv, Christchurch, Hants/ Miller 
Purturrs, Antoun Herasert, West Green rd, Tot | Poole Pet Jan lé Urd Jan B® 


tenham 
=e 11.30 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple 


| Puan 1, Sans, Ashton under i Money Lender Feb 7 
en's —_ >= st, Manches' 


Neusox, Assrcaompy Aysoy Caaves, Frinsted, ar 
bourne, Kent Rochester Pet Lec 3) Oni Jan 3° 
Newroy, Grores Witiian, Monk wearmouth, 8 
Sunderland Pet Jan i7 Uni Jaa 2 


Grocer 
O’Neu, Tomas, » Greengrocer Cardiff 


oun hd AvID, Carmarthens, Timber Caaton, 

Haulier Feb § z mr) Of Reo, 4, Queen at, Care Pet Jan 4) Ord Jan 15 
Quick, Paxbenicx, ne Brompton, Grocer Feb 10 at 11 Penge, Sones Bean, Eee San va, TAtaiom 
Rows, Ricuano Cuanns, Newport, Mon, Carpenter Feb Ponesa. San 2 Od Jen ~ ec 


10 at 12 Off Reo, Gloucester Bank chmbrs, Newport | pyuan, Serrmvs Lewis, Porthoawl, Glam, Mulksollor 


Jan 28 
Warcixvor, Hervenrt, Bintield rd, Stockwell, Dyer — Bet Jan 3 Ord Jan 35 
Ww High Court Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan u7 J Roe ‘or High eng te sethye Tra s iyedllena eo yt Lang aon, Deriabice, lam Muni 
i visbekt Wituiam Heyey, Henley in Arden, War- | Saurrumworrn, High st, Haureon, Hindley, Lanes, Grocer | ¥ ~a SS 
— » Chemist Warwick Pet Jan w Ond Feb 7 at ll 16, Wood st, Bolton Quick, + gy New eeneae, Keat, Grover 
wit Siutem, Louris Auveusrus, ‘rence avenue, Merchant | Rochester Pet Jang Oni Jan? 
—s Joun, Narberth, Pembrokeshire, Builder Pem- Feb 12 at 12 Bankruptoy bi Carey st Russett, Taomas, Stone, nr Greenhithe, Kent, Farmer 
roke Dock Pet Jan2z7 Ord Jan 27 Siurson, Gronask Wiixinsen, idlington Quay, Yorks, Pet Jan? a Jan a 
Cardiff Pet Jan 25 | — Tobacconist Feb Mat 11,00 Off Reo, 71, Newborongh » Essex, Merchan 


ILLtAMS, BaMuKL, Carditf, Grocer 
Ord Jan 25 


Siccem, Lous Aveusrus, Mi 
tigh Court PetJanas Ord 


st, Scarborough 
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Siursox, Georce Witxrnson, Bridlington Quay, . Yorks, 
Tobacconist Scarborough Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 27 


Sra, 4 Birkdale, Lancs Liverpool Pet Jan 28 
Ord 

Tay.or, Jas rad North End rd, Lae ge Timber Merchant 
High Court Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 29 

Trarr, Joszrx, Upton on Govern: Worcs, Tailor 
Worcester Pet Jan28 Ord Jan 28 

Turner, Roser, Hollins, nr Bury, Lancs Bolton Pet 
Dec 20 Ord Jan 28 

Varuey, Wituas Sreruensox, Old st, St Luke’s, EC, 

Victual'er High Court Pet Jan 28 Ord | 

jan 28 

Watxer, Hersert Artrsavr, Gt Yarmouth, School 
Teacher Gt Yarmouth Pet Jan20 Ord Jan 23 

Warkinsox, Hersenrr, Binfield rd, Stockwell, SW, Dyer 
High Court PetJan27 Ord Jan 27 

Warts, Wa.ter Osmonp, Stepney, E, cae Victualler 

High Court Pet Dee 27 Ord Jan 


Wituiams, Joux, Narberth, uentiohadiice, Builder Pem- | 
broke Doc 


Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan 27 
Was. Wituram, Shrewsbury, salop, Confectioner 
wsbury Pet Jani7 Ord Jan 24 
Wier Frepericx Coorer, Pump ct, Temple, EC, Bar- 
- risterat Law High Court Pet May 16 Ord Jan 25 
‘Winprep, Atreep, Lorrimore rd, Kennington Pk, 
Traveller Gt Yarmouth Pet Jan24 OrdJan 25 
Wooprorp, Samvet, and Taomas Wooprorp, Bulwell, 
Nottingham, Basket Makers Nottingham Pet Jan 27 
an 27 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Cravex, Tuomas Witt1am, Melton Mowbray, Leicester, 
er Leicester Adjud April 6, 1895 Annul Jan 
27, 1896 


London Gazette.—Tusspvay, Feb. 4. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Baxcnort, Witi1am, Manchester, Boot Maker Manches- 
ter Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Brice, Bersyarp Hexry, Hythe, Kent, Cabinct Maker 
Canterbury Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 31 

Bairrais, Atreev Georce, Birmingham, School Proprie- 
tor Birmingham Pet Febi Ord Feb1 

Cat.ox, Epcar, Hulme, ro ey Confectioner Man- 
chester Pet Jan29 Ord J 


Cones, A M, Brighton Brighton Pet Jan 18 Ord Jan 
30 


Cormack, Joux Burcan, Gt on late Fishcurer Gt | 


Grimsby PetFeb1 Ord Feb 

Cov.isox, Mary Ays, Thirsk, Yorks, Farmer 
ton Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 31 

Ex.is, Morcax Tuomas, Tonypandy, Glam, Wine Mer- 


Northaller- 


chant Pontypridd Pet Jan31 Ord Jan 31 

Evans, Joux, Pw! aun,nr Pontypridd Haulier Ponty- 
prdd Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Frou.aszs, Saran Sornia, Birmingham, School Proprietor 
Birmin: Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Goopatt, Wituiam, Cheshire, Farmer Nantwich Pet 
Jan 6 Jan 29 

Hatausuaw, James Henny, Bradford, Yorks, Eating house 

Bradford Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 | 

Houipsx, Joux, Bentham, Yorks, Farmer Kendal Pet | 
Jan il Ord Feb1 

Hoosox, Joux, Briercliffe, Lancs Burnley Pet Jan 15 
Ord Jan 30 

Intam, Georoz Hexry, Harpurhey, Manchester, Pork 
Butcher Manchester Pet Jan4 OriJan 30 

Jouxsox, Tuomas Wittiam, Whitehaven, Auctioneer 


wen PetJan30 Ord Jan w 

Jousstoxe, H Campse yt, Down st, Piccadilly High € 
Pet Dec10 Ord Jan 31 

Laxcrives, Arruun, Hastings, Eating 
— Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 

Lzyiaxv, Evwarp James, Manchester, C 
Manchester Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

Macavtay. Doxatp, Birmingham, Draper 
Pet Dec ll Ord Jan 30 

Mies, Josern Wiitiam, Birmingham, Grocer 
ham Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 3u 

Pezt, Atreep H, Brook st, Hanover sq, Gent 
Pet Dec 3 Ord Jan 29 

Peet, Wittiam Cuartes, Brook st, Hanover sq, Gent 
High Court Pet Vec3 Ord Jan x tg 

Pat.iuirs, Evwarp Groner, Elm rd, Stratford, Clerk High 
Court Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Baprogv, Josern Wacestarre, Nottingham, 

Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb1 
Reaxes, Guonse Isaac, Cherry Orchard, Shrewsbury, 
eer Shrewsbury Pet Jan 30 Ord 


Court 
house Keeper 
Jommission Agent 
Birmingham 

Birming- 
High Court 


Joiner 


Jan 20 
Rosissox, Cuartes Coittzrr, Wolvercote, 
Builder Oxford Pet Jan6 O14 Jan 29 
Bowsezer, Lxoxauy Vatz, Newland, Worcs, Innkee 
Worcester Pet Febi Ord Febi 


Oxford, 


Sarru, Geoxor, Withington, Hereford, Haulier Hereford | 


Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

Surru, W P, Sussex st, Pimlico 
Ord Jan # 

Sreatrony, Jous v’ Avuixt, Southsea, Captain Portsmouth 
PatJan 10 Ord Jan 

Sreevvex, Josiau Curtux, Southport, Insurance Manager 
Liverpool Pet Jan 20 Ord Jan w 

Tivewerr,§Grorce Hatiivay, Southport, 
li Pet Jan® Ord Jan w 

Virg, Witt14am Jon, Ashford, Kent, Builder 
Pet Jaa Zl Ord Jan 21 

Wass, Wius148m, Leeds, Auctioneer Leeds 
wii Jan Ww 

Wars, Avsext, Bedford, Grocer Bedford I’t Jaz 
Ord Jan 31 

Witreusax, Wirtiam Tuomas, Stockbridge, Hiss sutl 
wampton Pet Jan w Ord Jan 30 


High Court Pet Jan2 


Confectioner 


Canterbury 


FIRST MEETINGS. 
Bestiery, Jous, and Joux Bowann Rassraica, Bradford, 
Yorks, J 


oinmers Febi2 atli Of Ree, 21, Manor row, 


Pet Jan 0 | 


Best, Cuaries Giascort, Birmingham, Builder Feb 14 at 
11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 


Bowen, Tromas, and Witt1am Epwarp Jonrs, Merthyr 
ary Outfitters Feb12 at 12 65, High st, Merthyr 
Tydfi 


Buryettr, Epwry, Dorchester, Solicitor Feb 11 at 12.15 
Antelope Hotel, Dorchester 

Cattox, Epcar, Hulme, Manchester, Confectioner Feb 
12 at3.15 C Igden’ 's chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

| Cops, Franx, Walsall, Staffs, Grocer "Feb 13 at 11.30 

ff Rec, Walsall 

| Dawes, AncuiBaLp Bensamin, Carmarthen, Hotel Keeper 

Feb 12 at3 Off Rec, 4, Queen st, Carmarthen 

Dz Benepitrty, Joseru Marraras, Goidhawk rd, Shepherds 
Bush, Financial Agent. Feb 11 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Eaoett, Epwarp, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Wood Merchant 
Feb 12 at 12 W B Whall, Market sq, King’s Lynn 

Exuis, Dax, Gloucestershire, Farmer Feb 15at4 County 





Court bldgs, Cheltenham 

Exscenausen, Freperick Watrer, Leeds, Commercial 
— Feb 12 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row, 
Leeds 


Fayensioom, Sotomon, Merthyr Vale, Glam, Clothier Feb 
llat3 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Greaves, Saran, Hyde, Cheshire, Earthenware Dealer 
Feb 12 at 2.45 Ogden’s chambers, Bridge st, Man- 
chester 

Hatmsuaw, James Henry, Bradford Feb 14 at 11 Off 
Rec, 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Harpy, Wiitiam, Rochdale, Contractor Feb 11 at 11 
Townhall, Rochdale . 

Intam, Georce Henry, Manchester, Pork Butcher Feb 12 
at 3 Ogden’s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 

Jounsos, Tuomas Wittiam, Whitehaven, Auctioneer Feb 
13at2 County Court house, Whitehaven 

Jones, Joun, South Norwood, Accountant Feb 11 at 11.30 
24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Keiat, James, Cardiff, Builder Feb 13 at 11.30 Of Rec, 
29, Queen st, Cardiff 

| Leeks, Jou, Longbridge, Wores, Carpenter 

| 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

| Marsuaut, CHartes James, West Ham lane, Stratford, 

| Painter Feb 12at2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

| Mayzs, Henry Jouy, Exning, Suffolk, Carpenter F'cb 14 

| at12 Off Ree, 5, "Petty Cury, Cambrid; 

| Me.ior, Hesry, Ashover, nr Chesterfield, Joiner Feb 12 

| ati2 Of Ree, 40, 8t Mary’s gate, Derby 

| McGoway, WILLIAM, Otley, Yorks, Refreshnsent Room Pro- 

} prietor Febi3at12 Off Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

| Mircuett, Josepn Henry, and Epowarp Couuier, St 

Bankruptcy 





Feb 14 at 12 


Paul’s churchyard, Tailors Feb 12 at 12 
bldgs, Carey st 
Moore, Joux Witrrep, Birmingham, Grocer Feb 12 at 11 
23, *Colmore row, Birmingham 
Morais, Josep H, Tr: afalgar rd, Old Kent rd, Provision 
| Dealer Feb 11 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 
Ove.t, Henry Ameprosre, Gt Bridge, Staffs, Brick Manu- 
| facturer 
| 
| 
' 
| 


Feb 12at 12 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 
| Putwuirs, Jan 


net, Cardiff, Draper Feb 13 at 11 Otf Ree, 
29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Pupee, Frank, Birmingham, Grocer 
Colmore row Birmingham 


Feb 13 at 11 


23 


| Perpy, Henry, Long Eaton, Derby, Lace Manufacturer 
Feb liat 12 Off "Ree, 40, St Mary’s gate, Derby 
Quick, Epwarp, Gt George st, Westminster, Civil Engio- 


eer Febllat1l1_ Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
RAHBULA, Harry, St Mildred’s ct, Wine Merchant Feb13 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy blidgs, Carey st 
Reaxes, Greorce Isaac, Cherry eaten Shrewsbury, 
— Engineer Feb 13 at 11.30 Off Rec, Shrews- 
ury 
Suitu, Atrrep, Birkdale, Lancs Feb 12 at 12 Off Rec, 
35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
Burrs, JANE, Tunbridge Wells, Lodging house Keeper 
Feb 12 at 12.30 Spencer and Hother’s, 4, Dudley rd, 
Tunbridge Wells 
Srorey, Joun Georce, Stockton on Tees, Plater Feb 19 at 
3 Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Middlesborough 
Tatuam, Hexrzy Epwarp, and Geratp Hamitron Tar- 
HAM, Tokenhouse bldgs, EC, Stock Brokers Feb 14 at 
2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Twetvetreres, Waiter Nosie, High rd, Balham, Engi- 
neer Feb 12 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldg: 3, Carey st 
Waiz, Jou, Otley, Yorks, Pig Dealer Feb13 at1l Off 
Ree, 23 22, Park row, Leeds 
W111, Freperick Coor pen, Pump ct, Temple, Barrister at 
Law Feb 13 at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 
Wit eT Witiram Taomas, Stockbridge, Hants Feb 
liat3 Off Rec, 4, East st, Southampton 
rd, Kennington Pk, SE 
Feb 22 at 12 Otf Rec, 8, King st, 





Wisnezp, ALrRED, Lorrimore 

i Grocer’s ‘Traveller 
Norwich 

| Wixwoop, Wittiam Gzorce, Worcester, Corn Factor 

Feb 15 at 11.30 Off Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 


| Weaicur, Howarp. Southport, Commercial fraveller Feb 
| 12 at 12.30 Off Rec 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

| 

ADJUDICATIONS. 

| Bancrort, Wituiram, Manchester, Boot Maker Manchester 
| Pet Jan ® $=Ord Feb 1 

| Baice, Berxanvy Hewxny, Hythe, Kent, Cabinet Maker 
Canterbury PetJan 31 Ord Jan 41 


| Baows, Witttam Heway, Swansea, Manufacturer Swan- 

| sea Pet Jan25 Ord Jan 2 

Cations, —. Hulme, Manchester, Confectioner Man- 
chester Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 3%) 

| Cortixs, THouas James, Benenden, Kent, Miller Hastings 

| Ord Jan %# 


| Comex, Exviis, Holywell st, Strand, Bath Proprietor High 
Cot urt Pet Jan 1s Ord Jan #) 
Conmack, Jonw» Burcax, Gt Grimsby, Fishcurer Gt 
Grimsby Pet Febi Ord Feb 1 
Coutson, Many Aww, Thirsk, York, Farmer Northallerton 
{ Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 


Davies, Lovis Witttam, Ashton juxta Birmingham Bir- 
mingham Pet Jan i7 Ord Jan 31 


Bort, Tuomas, Pelsall, Staffs, Farmer Feb 13 at 11 Off 
Rec, Walsall 


—=—= 
Exis, Morcan Tuomas, Tonypandy, a Wine Merchay 
Pontypridd Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan: 
Evans, Joun, Pwilgwaun, nr + Poniypridd, Haulier Ponty. 
pridd Pet Jan 29 Ord Jan 30 
Franktyn, Henry Mortimer, Hyde Park, Agent High 
Court Pet Dec21 Ord Jan 30 
Havmsuaw, James Henry, Bradford Bradford Pet Jn 


30 Ord Jan 30 
Hause, Josern, Fulham, Builder High Court Pet Tan ¢ 


Jan 30 

Harpy, Wi.t1am, Rochdale, Contractor Roch dale he 
Jan 13 Jan 31 

Harr, Tuomas, Eastbourne, Greengrocer Eastbourne py 
Jan 22 Ord Jan 29 

Hotmes, Manion, Caversham, Oxon Reading Pet Jany 
Ord Jan 30 


Intam, George Henry, Harpurhey, Manchester, Py, 
Butcher Manchester Pet Jan4 Ord Jan 31 


Jerrerys, Warren Herbert, Jermyn st, St Jamey; 
High Court Pet Oct15 Ord Jan 31 

Jouysox, THomas Wittiam, Whitehaven, Auctiones 
Whitehaven Pet Jan29 Ord Jan 30 


Joyes, Witt1am, Sundorne Grove. nr Shrewsbury, Farma 
8} irewsbury Pet Jani4 Ord Feb1 

Lerxe, Jony, Longbridge, Wores, Carpenter Birminghan 
Pet Jani6 Ord Jan 31 


Marcus, Morris, Marylands rd, West Seen, Tailors 
Cutter High Court Pet Jan6 Ord J 
Mites, Josers Wituiam, Birmingham, aecen Birming. 


ham Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 
Moss, Sypyey Percy, Bucklersbury High Court Py 
Dec 10 Ord Feb1 


Patties, Epwarp Grorce, Elm rd, Stratford, Cle: 
High Court Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 1 
R ADFORD, Jostph WaGsTarre, Nottingham, Joiner 


Nottingham Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 1 

Rausunta, Harry, St Mildred’s court, 
High Court Pet Jan10 Ord Jun 31 

towperRy, Leonarp Vave, Newland, Worcs, Innkeepe 
Worcester Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 

Sairu, GeorGe, Withington, Herefordshire, Haulier Hen. 
ford Pet Jan 31 Ord Jan 31 

SrreppeRr, Josi1an Ciirton, Southport, Insurance Manage 
Liverpool Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 

Twenvetrexs, Warten Nosiz, High rd, Balham, 
Engineer High Court Pet Jan23 Ord Jan 30 


Wine Merchazi 


ViLz, Wititam Jouy, Ashford, Kent, Builder Canterbury 
Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 31 
Watsu, Witi1am, Leeds, Auctioneer Leeds Pet Jan 9%) 


Ord Jan 30 

Wueetpon, Witiiam Henry, Henley in Arden, Warweks, 
Chemist Warwick Pet Jan 28 Ord Jan 31 

White, a Bedford, Grocer Bedford Pet Jan i 
Ord Jan 31 

Wicrsaire, Witttam Tuomas, Stockbridge, Hants South- 
ampton Pet Jan 30 Ord Jan 30 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 
Gray, Isaac Gronag, Salisbury, Wiltz, 
bury Adjud Dec 31, 1887 


SALE OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb. 11.—Mr. J. Horatio Hiesarp, at the Mart, at 1, the 
Absolute Reversion to £1,000 in Cash, payable out of 
Trust Funds on the death of a gentleman aged 61; and 
also the Absolute Reversion, on the death of a lady 
aged 32, to £600 Five per Cent. Preference Shares in 
Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway, and 
= Three-and-a-half per Cent. New South Wales 
Stock. 


Salis- 


Fishmonger 
Annul Jan 24, 1896 





An ‘tere intended for ideation in the 
‘* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty ts experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which i- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. SoLicrrors’ JOURNAL, 
26s. Od. ; by Post, 288. Od. Volumes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., halt law calf, 
5s 6d. 





EDE AND SON, 


ROBE St MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
To aa om, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of the 


cial Bench, Corporation of London, &ec. 
KOBES FOR QUREN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 

Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Tow® 
Clerks, and Olerke of the Peace. 
Corporation iiobes, University and Olergy Gowns 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 





94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON, 
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